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2 v INTRODUCTION

. Vd

The passage of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 marked a
major effort to establish a'decentralized approach to ,the delivery of employment : &
and_crai;ing services. Under CETA, primary responsibilicy }or planning, designing
and operating employment and training programs was shifted from the federal to the
state and municipal levels. Since the needs of local labor markets differ sub-
_ stantially.across regions of the nation, it was reasoned that local policy and
. planning officials could.beét identify the needs of their communities and most
effectively tailor service strategies designed to address those needs.
As part of this shift in puthority to the local level, prime éponsors are

responsible for assessing the ffectivendss of thefr efforts by examining the

extent to which CETA participation nhanced the longer-term income and employ~-

ability status of former enrollees. Designing and Implementing Local Follow-Up

Systems has been developed to help prime sponsors meet this responsibility and

consists of two parts. . . -

’ . 0

Part I: Minimum Recommended Prime Sgpﬁ?ﬁr Follow-~Up System contains:
) g ;

<
. o A series of recommendations designed to facilitate the implementation
of & minimum follow-up capability;

o A recommended participant follow-up questionnaire; and:ﬁ .

o A set of sample data tables which can be used to facilitate the production
of prime sponsor follow-up reports.

Part II: Conducting Outcomes Evaluation on the Local Level provides a more ,

in~-depth treatment of the issues covered in Part I and contains: AR .
o An overview of program evaluation in the employment and training syscem;
i o A §iscussion of the necessary types and sources of local follow~up data; .
o A discussion of the actual operation of & foll&w-up system, including R

. : the design of survey instruments, the selection of an organizational
approach, and the location, contact and interview of former CETA

participants; and @

o A review of issues, related to analyzing local follow-up data, including
an 11lustration of alternative analytical approaches.

-
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CHAPTER ONE

AN OVERVIEW OF PROGRAM EVALUATION IN THE

EMPLOYMENT AND ‘TRAINING SYSTEM .
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AN OVERVIEW OF PROGRAM EVALUATION IN THE EME}OY%ENT AND TRAINING SYSTEM

.‘-
‘e '

1. n[z> ROLE AND TYPES OF PROGRAM EVALUATION B

The eriactment of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1975 repre-
sented a major departurebfrom the'centralized and categorical nature of decision- N
meking and program structure that had previously ,existed. Under CETA, basic ' . -
decision-making authority was shifted f;om the U.s. Deparfé%ét of Labor to eligible
units of "state and local'government known as CETA prime sponsors. This shift gave

prime sponsors the responsibility for effectively responding to the employment and
training needs of their local jurisdictions through the planoing, administration

and evaluation of their own employment and training programs. . IT’

* ?o successfolly execute this responsibility, prime sponsors must have a weli

developed set of"management_caoabiiities, including that cf program evaluation.

Once the prime sponsor has identified the employment and training needs of its area

and has developed a services mix to meet. specific local objectives, program evalua- T

02
.

tion is needed to determine how well programs work and whi-h ones work best, for
’
whom, and at what costs. A '

The assessment of program performance can be viewéd from sever
; . —
perspectives. While the evaluation literature contains references to, and def
4
tions of, many types of evaluaﬁion, the following four classes appear most

frequentiy: !

. o Process Evaluation

This class of evaluation focuses on program operations. It ’
. seeks to determine if program activities, e.g., assessment,
training services, or job development, are being provided
according to what was planned,_ if the planned number and
‘types of participants are being served, and if the planned
number and types of terminations are being achieved.




’
-

¢

“

o Qutcomes or fmpact"Evaluacion
. [

d

In contrast to process evaluation, this type focuses on program
putputs and determines the degree to which the longer-term goals’
of - a program, such as enhanced employment stability or gains in
earndd ingome, have been achieved.

¥

© Compreﬁensive Evaluation~. : . -

<
[N * ~

A comprehensive ‘evaluation emérges_when the results of proeess .
and outgomes evaluation are combined. This type of evaluation
gives % more complete appraigal of program performance and can.
provide substantial insight into reasons for program success >
and failure, and #ays :i_.n which perfor%nance can be improved..

~

o Strategic Evaluation . -

This class of evaluation attempts to determine which programs
. work best by comparing the effectiveness of alternative
. strategies designed to achieve similar objectives. Y . )
- )
i . <‘$\ - .
While each of these types of evaluatié; has a role to play within the employ-

ment and traihing system, policy-makers, administrators, and planners at each level

-of government will need different ﬁypes of evaluative information. For instance, -

', ;4 . N . p
national officials can use.process evaluations to assess the flow of participants

. . . . ‘ 3
through prime sponsors,. and to mike ' inter-sponsor comparisons of performance. In

)
-

A ]
contrast, prime sponsors can rely on process evaluations to assess .the ‘movement of
+ -

v participants through the local delivery system, its individual programs, égg,'bhen

applicable, contractors. Thus, while the basic issues that determine acceuntability

>

are the same across levels of government, the specific questions and information

needs vary. .Distinguishing émong these questions and needs is critical for deter-

miﬁing the types and nature of evaluation most appropriate on the nﬁ%ional, state,

) »
and local levels. . PN

+

II. PROGRAM EVALUATION AT THE NATIONAL, STATE, AND LOCAL LEVELS s

On cﬁe nacioﬁal level, evaluations of the CETA program a}e necessary to enable
the Department of Labor to fulfill sevéral key management and policy-making respon-

sibilities. As stated in the 1978 CETA Amendments:

p . . .

. ' b

,r




"The Secretary shall provide for the continuing evaluation of all
programs, activities, and research and demonstration projects
conducted pursuant to thIs Act, including their cost-effectiveness
» in achieving the purposes of this Act, their impact on communities
and participants, their implications for related programs, the ¢ .
extent to which they meet the needs of persons by age, sex, race,
and national origin, and the adequacy of the mechanism for the
. delivery of services.' né ; S0

-

: To meet these responsibilities, evaluative information on the impact of the total CETA ~
system and its méjor subparts and pfbgramg is needed to determine whether established

. goals and objectives have been achieved. Nationally based evaluations are‘élso

necessary to assess how well, and to what extent, the CETA system is serving those

. subgroups of the papulation identified as most in need of employment and training

v .

services. . . . J

National evaluation needs are generally met through the Con%inuous.LongicudinalJ

Manpower Survey (CILMS) and the Department of Labor's formal quarterly reporting . N
5 \
system. While the CIMS uses individual participant data collected from a representa-
v LI "
tive sample of prime sponsors to generate estimates of program impact, the D.O.L.
. . I
reporting system relies upon standardized prime sponsor quarterly reports to assess -

the ongoing performance of local programs. Using these quarterly reports, the
Depa?gment of Labor can ,detexrmine if local progf:m services are provided in a manner
. c&hsistent with that plann?d.é ‘ ’ .
| ’ ’ Althouéh national evaluatipns may provide imgs;ta;t informat%on on the effec~-

e 7

tiveneés;?f the CETA system, they are of limited use to local admigistracors and
plannefs due to the diverse nature of prime sponsdfs. Given the highly aggregate
natur; of national evaluations, they cafinot disentangle iﬁporggnc differences in
local'prograq‘design and organization, or determine their influence on local pro- 3K
gram performance. Additdonally, the categofizations of programs in nationally

based evaluations may not closely match specifiic proérams that prime sponsors .

P

r ’ S . .
operate on the local level, A classroom training program in one sponsor may pro-

€

vide long~-term occupational training, while in another, it may consist of short-~ <

\ ’

term training combined with job g;arch assistance services.

. . ! .
- |
~3=- . |
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« e
Beeause pfime sponsois hive the responsibility for planning, administering,
and evaluating employment and training programs within their jufisdictions, they
+ ' require evaluative .information that accurately reflects the nature and effective-

ness of their own individual programs. As such, prime sponsors can use local

evaluation to achieve operational control over programs, to determine the eifec-

tiveness of existing program% in achieving locally established goals and objec-

tives, and to make decisions’among alternative uses of program reséurces. Within

this contegﬁ, local program evaluations should be designed to address the following

questions:

1. To what extent have the goals and objéctives of the local
delivery system been achieved? .

2. Have the observed levels of performance been uniformly .
. achieved across ‘individual programs and population subgroups? A

3. How can the performance of certain prograns be sustained and
that of others be improved?

By structuring local evaluation systems around these management questions,

prime sponsors will be better able to manage,their local employmenc and training

’

iaelivery systeps, and to make those adjustments necessary to improve program

performance. ‘ .- ,
[} . . *

“ »

III. THE 1978 CETA AMENDMENTS AND LOCAL FOLLOW-UP EVALUATION

Among the types of evaluation potentially useful to prime sponsorg is outcomes:
[ 3

evaluation. Outcomes evaluation is needed to assess the aSilgté of the local

delivery system to produce a desirable set of participant outputs. To achieve this,

/ however, prime sponsors must develop and implement local follow-up systems to track
the post-program labor force experiences of CETA terminees.
v 4
In October 1978, the Congress reauthorized the CETA legislation for four more
* yeers, making substantive Change<:h1the goal$ of the CETA program, its structure,
and the administrative guidelines saverning-eregram operations and prime sponsor
reporcing responsibilit:ies.7 From a local evaluative éerspedtive, the’“‘ avant change
) was the incorporation of specific language that Eraining_and employment opportunities

O . N [

=4 < . .
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provided to participants "...result in an increase in their earned income". Similarly,. s

.

§ervicés provided under Title II of CETA were ", ..to ease barriers to labor forceaﬁi
‘ [YI ] - 9 . .
participatidn encountered by economically disadvantaged persons.' Given that measur- \

ing the performance of local programs in‘bdfh producing gains'in earned income and

-
.

easing‘barriers,to labor force ‘participation requires informatiom about the post- |
. > * .

N - y 3 . ~ .
program labor force and income status gf terminees, these changes:in the CETA legisla~

e Y .
-~ -’

tion clearly suggest the need for local participant follow-up surveys. C .

While the 1978 Amendments did not instruct prime sponsors to develop particular

‘

types of local follow-up sysisgs, they did clarify the need for conducting follow-up
e . -

-

LS

surveys of terminees. Section 127 (d)(4) of the leéislation requires that prime

sponsors report to the Secretary of L%Por."the types of outcomes that participants

CoL t0
experience after-the p;pgram." Moreover, the current CETA regulations explain

thisvrequiremént in Section 676.22 (d)(2) as follows:

"(d) Each recipient shiall establish and use procedures for the
systematic assesSment on a quarterly basis of program per- “
formance in relation to the goals contained in its grant.
Recipients shall: C
...(2) EstaBlish and use‘?rocedures for collecting performance
information (including information on the status of
individuaks subsequent to entering unsubsidized employ-

-

ment) and for éssessin% such information in terms of the ! .
. goals id its grant..."” 1 Lo SR
These requirements are amplified in both the Forms Preparation Handbook (FPH) :

and a rgcent D.O.L. publigation entitled, CETA: Management Information System Program,

. ) Y12

Functional Management Information System. While the language im the FPH does little:
> \ .

1
more than inform prime sponsors to use their discretion in deciding how to meet the

follow-up rehuirement, the more recent publication clearly indicates thé minimum types

. ’

of'follow-up data required to adequately assess longer-term program performance.
. . . Wt .

Therefore, the main i¥sue for prime sponsors is how to establish an effective fplléw-

up capability that will provide ‘seful information on program performance and support

management decision-making. The primary purpose of this techbnical assistance guide |
~ . .

-

is to address this issﬁéﬂ M

a
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DESIGNING A LOCAL FOLLOW-UP DATA BAS§ )

0

.oy,

I. 'INTRODUC?ION ' .
The primaéy purps;e of‘lodal féllow-hp és to provide those data necessary

zo Eeasute and analy;e the loné;r-term‘sﬁgﬁpts of the local employm;nt and trdining ‘

systen. When'desigh{pg i’follow-up'§ystemt prime sponsors must first selec£ the

. L v

“ types, nature, and sources of dg;aeto be' included in their follow-up data bases.
N i

Choices among'iﬁé available ‘alternatives will have a direct'bearing on the outcomes
. M . . . o
daﬁh available for amalysis, the comprehensiveness and timeliness of the follow-up ’

data, and their use%qlness for iogal decision-mgking.

-

e purpoéé of this chapter is to present and discuss kay issues involved in
/ . ,

s { - . .
the design of a local follow-up data base. The discussion is divided into the

fo}lowiﬂg four areas: . . . : ‘ \ s -

) Selecting the types and natufe of data to be included in. a

local follow-up systemj o .

o Selecting the types of téfmineés and the scope of program .
coverage that’will form the basis of the follow-up effort;

o Determining the ayprépriace length of the follow-up period o,
’ and .the frequency at which follow-up data will be collected; -

' and "o

-~ o Choosing the approprtéte.59urces of data, e.g., institutional
sources or direct participant contacts, for usé as the primary

°

means of gathering‘’follow=-up data. .
. . P .
» . ' > ‘ . —\ .
w II. SELECTING 'THE TYPES AND NATURE OF- DATA FOR A LOCAL FOLLOW-UP DATA BA%E'

———

. For prime sponsors, outcomes evaluation is a management tool which provides

]
’ specific information on the relative longer-term Success of alternative program 5 .

‘ ’

strategies, which ones worked best and for whom, and the facgbgs responsible for
producing variations in program performance. .With the information derived from
N L

outcomes evaluation, prime sponsors should be in a better position to make those ' '

- ’ 7777‘?‘ ) '

adjustments necessary to fmprove the performance of #their delivery systems.
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As was discussed in Chapter One, this view of outcomes evaluation can be
- L] N .

expressed in-three qahagement questions:
1. To what extent hdve the goals and objectives of the local
delivery system. been achieved? ’

N

+2. Have the observed levels of ‘success been uniformly achieved
across individual programs and‘population subgroups?
3. How can the performance of certain programs be sustained and
. - that of others improved? . T
. \ ~ . had
To’address the first duestion, primE'sponsors must select those data that best

.

reflect the goais\and'objectives of their local delivery systems. Since the primary

.

goal of CETA programs is to enhance the income and employment status of program par-

.

ticipants, prime sponsors should focus their data collection efforts on alternatise

economic measures of local performance, such as those relating to the labor force

status, employability, and earned income of terminees. As shown in Table 2-1,

several types of labor maTket'related data are ‘available for potential use by prime .

' .
.

sponsors, including the earned income of CETA terminees: As a measure of, program -
. 1

AN

performance, earned income is the mest direct and ‘inclusive indicatdr of program

[N

effectiveness in that it reflects one explicit goal of the CETA.program and is a
1

composite 4ndicator of the total post-program labor force experiences of terminees.
There are several reasons why prime sponsors should gather other types of labor

.market related data in adddtion to participants post—-program earned income. The

first is that a given level of earned income can be produced through various combina~

tions of.particfpants average hourly wages, weeks of employment, and total hours

’
Ve

wonked 1f, for instance, post-program hourly wages and hours worked are the Same
across participants, but weeks of employment differ, variations in earned income

will be observed. Similarly, differenc levels of either or boch hourly wages and

_ hours will.produce dffferent 'ie)?els of earned income for a given peripd of- employ-

ment. Since there may be differences in the way local programs are designed to

impact post—program earned income!, distinguishing among these income componenfs is

-
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- Table'Z—l:' Potential Types of Outcomes Data Upon Which to -

~~ ' . Pocug A Local Follow-Up.Data Base
Econou;ic M'easu?es. .8, - Non-Economic Measures
Annuai'EafiSSn%s.‘ . School Enrollment Status”
Hourly Wage Rates ’ , - Participation in Another Training Program
Hours ;fo‘rk_ed Per.Week_ R ' . Enlist':mgnt: in the Armed F:rces) o
Weeks+*of Exnployment’ ' ' . S’e\lf-Co;lfidence
Weeks of Unemployment ‘ Job Sat:isf;xct:ion‘ ¢

. ~ , ‘
Labor Force Status At Time of Follow-Up ’
Interview . . '

N

' Occupational Mobility *

. . s h P .

Job Retentidh e

—
.

’ . . . .
. Public Assistance -Status .. - ) — .
- 4 : . ’ . \ . . , ﬁ 't
Unemployment Insurarce Status ) . . [ , o .
s 4 ., -

~-10-
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important when-assessing program effectiveness. For example, in an occupational

training program, services are likely designéd to impact participants” earned incomes
‘by enabling them to secure higher paying jobs than they would have been able to with-

out the &:rogram In contrast, an adult work experience program is probably geared to -

impact its participants _earned income by improving their level of employment rather

.than their hourly wa?es. ’COmplete reliance on earned income as an indicator of

effectivegess may, therefore, not fully meflect the agtual.mix or objectives of local,

progranms, and could.serve to obscure weli informed judgements of lccal performance...
N Other reasons for broadening the scope of local follow-up data collection in-

. R
-elude the liKely need for both additYonal post-program performance measures and an

-

understanding of participants' labor force behavior. In the first case, the .

-

' diversity of program objectives inherent in a local delivery system may very well :
L) sequire prlme sponsols to use several different performance measures when assessing M
; : pregram effeCtiveness‘ Thesg measures can include post-progrmn.job retention,‘occupa-
\\} . tiona} mobility, and che likelihood.of employment, all of which may reflect thehobjec-

% I

tives of specific programs or the particular concerns of the prime saonsbr and its"

A ' \ [ .
program operators. ] . — Lo ' "
< \ The‘hain reason for dsing follow-up data to gain insights into\participants'

P
Y. -

post-program kabor force behavior status is the need for feedback on how.to improve .

the performanCe of local. programs. Although judgaments of program effectiveneschans_

L

be made with the use of specific performance measures, information on the events
surrounoing each measure can be quite useful for identifyifig where programs are most
- as well as least effective} For example, a low level of lo%g—term program effective-~
. ness can be due to a rapid withdrawal of participants from the labor force. If this
is the case, information as to why participants choose not to participate in the labor
»° .

force will be useful for identifying areas of program design that may reed improvement.

Issues related to participants' job search skills and self-confidence, as wall as their

day care and transportation assistance needs, can be identified and linked back to the

1

>

program to improve its design.

- . -

-11~
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. In addition to economic measures of performance, there are also non-economic

2 4

aspects of post—program performance that prime sponsors should consider when design—

ing their local follow-up data bases. ‘Table 2-1 lists several potential non-

v n

economic measures. For example, outcomes measures such as the level of particrpants
*
L]

el

self-confidence and job satisfaction may be among fhose that prime sponsor programs
are designed to impact. Moreover, participants' post-program school or training

\//// ~ enrollment and military status are important typesigg (positive) outcomes which many

- ~
L )

- programs, particularly those serVing youth and younger adults‘ may be designed to

.

affect. In these instances, assessments of program effectiveness reguire the use of

non-economic as well as economic measures of performance.

- .
. .

While program effectiveness can be estimated through economic and non-economic
. l . ~

. performance measures, data on participants’ views of the programs in which thex . .

—_—

L [

participated represent additional information that can provide valuable insights ‘into-
local performance. The participants’ reasons for program enrollment, ratings of Bf°-

grams, and views on the major strengths and limitations of programs S;n be used '

together with more objective performance data to guage why certain programs succeeded
. . . P )
and others failed. D |
.. . P .
N Onge the ogtcomes data necessary for local follow-up purposes are identified, .

prime sponsors must determine the types of information needed to address the secOnd .

‘majbr question concerning the uniformitv of program performance. This part of the

evaluation process provides prime sponsors with the basis for making judgements of
the relative effectiveness of their program strategies and ‘the extent to which the
local delivery system benefits .certain target groups more or 1ess than otbers. The
information required to successfully address this issue includes two major types.
The first is data on the actual programs in which individuals participated, while
the second includes selected participant characteristics and should be designed to
reflect the mix of target groups identified for-services by the prime sponsor. The
.

Department of Labor has already established some population characteristics as .
. .

]2~
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significant segments, including participants’' race, age, and sex.
1 \

Prime sponsors
~ .

'should also consider using other characteristic data, such as participants’ levels
. L4

of education public assistance status, and prior work histories..-

While éomparisons'af pnogram performance identify the strengths and weaknesses
of the .local delivery system,.these findings alone will not clarify whether

differences in performance are due to the programs themselves, the characteristics

of partieipants served in the programs, o
)

. .Strategies on particular pophlation subgroups. To ‘address these issues, prime
1

Sponsors must determine how the interaction of part
3
a particular level of performance. Io accomplish this objective, detailed data must

X

r the relative effects of individual program
/

be. available, as noted, on participants’ characteristics and the nature and levels

of their program participation. ‘

s

Based on the above discussion, .a lodal follow-up data base can be viewed as

donsisting of the.following five primary types of data:

"y
o Selected personal, social, and economic characteristics of
participants. ’ .
0 The type'and level of services réceived by participants. k
(X' H
o The post-program income, employment, and labor force
experiences,of participants. ‘ ‘

icipants with programs results in .

o] The non-economic aSpects of program performance, including ‘
areas such as school enrollment status an:éigb/satisgactiOn. R
) Participants’ Views of the strengths and wéaknesses of the \

programs in which they participated. . \

Once prime sponsors select the types of data to include in a local follow—dp

<

data base, they should turn their attention to key decisions regarding the nature

of those data to be collected. These incflude choices between gross and net measures,

’

and point~in-time and continuous.performance measures. These two issues are\addressed

separately below.

E

-
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A. Gross and Net Performance Measures T ) ' -

-

. - .
Gross measurks of program performance reflect the absolute or total output

of a program over the follow-up period. In the case ofiearned income, the gross
1 ’
effect of a program is measured by participants' total earnings during the post- )

Y ¢

- ' program period. Similarly, other gross output measures inclu@g\;ﬂé&total number
. * i

" of weeks of posf—bpogram employment experienced by terminees, their average hourly

ot '
/,T_fii:/fa;es’ and the number and percent employed at a particular point in time. 1In .
contrast, net “measures’of performance .are int?nded to represent the independent l -

. contribution of “program part%cipation to the post-program ,income and employment

»
.

. experiences of former participants. Since many, if not mosf, program terminees
would have obtained some employmegs_and earnings in the post-program period, pet

outcomes are designed to reflect the differences between the actual experiences of
-~ ’ » -

- & b

terminees and those that would have occurred without thg'program. In the case of

earned income; the_net program effect is expressed by the‘change in gross earned

. income attributable 50 participation ,in a pro@ram. ’ . -
There are two principle advantages aissociated with relying upon gross output

measures to assess program performance. The first is that gross 'measures are

oy
relatively easy to—lpnstruct and do not require very sophisticated evaluatiye
J S

* techniques. Second, if highly coikelated with long—te;ﬁ gains in emplé?ment and

. earnings, e.g. E&o years, -grpss pérformance measures can prbvide a straightforward

’ approach for.dexermining whether a program's,pufputs are consistent with its .
° .4 & a ' S

established objectives.. o Co

. * k |} .
Despitagfheir simplicity, gross performance measures have several conceptual

shortcomings. First, while may be pogsible to identify certain gross measures that
are correlated with long-term improyeméncS in pérticipants' employment and earnings

]

status, it will still not be fully clear whether or not and td what, extent the

. observed outcome would have occurred without the program. A second shortcoming of
* -

gross measures is that they may create incentives for prime sponsors tq/serve*the

less disadvantaged members of their eligible populations. Since gross measures,

' . -
- 1

AY

Q 14—




‘8

. -

such as weeks of employment eor hourly wage rates, are likely influencqf by factors
such as the age, sex, and.educatigh of participants, there may be an incentive to

serve those indiviguals who would probably have relatively positive labor ma ket

r

experiences even in tmi abience of the program. Such groups could include white

males and those with substantial prior work experience. .
L]

In contrast, net ﬁrogram measures address these ‘shortcomings. This approach

provides the basis for determining the independent contribution of program participa-

tion to the post-program labor force experiences of CETA terminees as well as an.in-

v e

- centive to serve the more disadvancaged segments of the eligible pbpulation Since

-

the less disadvantaged usually perform well in the labor market, it is difficult for
local programs to genefate‘impressive gains in their levels of earnings and employ-
ment. As a resulty, prime sponsors would have an incen;ive to g%cruit and enroll

cggge individuals with\leés rewarding pre-program emgloyment and earnings experiences.

There a:e certain practical issues that prime spousors should consider when

using net perforpance measures. Most important is that precise measurements of net |

-

program outcomes require the availability of either a control or comparison group

v
~

to provide a basis for determining what the employﬁent and earnings experiences of
. 5 .
participants would have been in the absence of program participation. The observed

differences between the actual post—prograﬁ labor market experiences of participancs
and those of tﬁf control or comparison group repfesent the net effect of program

Q 3
participation. From a practical perspeccive, however, the use of either control

or comparison groups for local follow-up purposes may be beyond the resources,
expertise, and program flexibility available to prime sp63§6§§.
I'e

Without control or comparison groups, net measures of performance can be

.
3

derived by comparing the pre- and post-program labor market experiences of the
participants themselves. These before and after comparisons have been used in

previous evaluations of employment and training programs although they do possess
] 7 .
several important shortcomings. First, any observed pre- to post-program improve-

ments in the employment and earnings of parcicipants may simply reflect the passage

A
r4

-15- ‘ .
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of time, inclu@ing increased maturity of younger pdrticipants, rather than the

effects of the program alone. Second, differences between the pre- and pést-pro-
gram period may result partially from changes in local economic conditions rather

. -

’ than from program participation. ' Third, since some participants enter the CETA
program after reaching a low point in their labor force and income status, part of
the observed pre-post difference may reflect a movement back toward their more :

/] .
permanent career status. In these cases, before and after comparisons will over-
‘ 8
state the effect of a program. . )—

The above discussion points out a number of important trade-offs in choosing -

AN
hetween gross and nét measures ofﬁperformance. Conceptually , net outcomes measures ‘

- are most desirable sitice they can isolate the unique contribution of program par- N
. . ~ o

. ticipatiod to terminees' employment and earnings experiences. Moreover, using net

12 ' »
output measures may create incentives for prime sponsors and their program operators
~ "’,

to serve the more disadvantaged members of the eligible population. However,

practical considerations suggest that the resources, expertise, and program f.lex—:y
ibiiity needed to construct precise estimates of net program outcomes may be too
burdensome for many prime sponsors. ‘ \

In light of these lssues, prime sponsorg may whnt to consider the use of gross |’
performance meéfurés. In chiz case, it is important, at a minimum, to identify those )
gross measures.that aré.highly correlated with long-term gains in employment and
earnings.9 Although this precaution will not eliminate the potential tendency to
serve the less disadvantaged, it will provide a basis for‘decerminiﬁg whether or not
1qcal programs are performing in a mannex consistent wifh their' long-term goals and

objectives. In this way, the gross performance measures of alternative programs can

be compared in order to assess their relacive effectiveness in producing desirable

participant outputs.
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B. Continuous and Point-in-Time Performance Measures -

. . ,J
Prime sponsors must also decide whether to focus upon point-in-~time 6Y con-

tinuous measures of program performance. Point-in-time measures, such as partici- -«

pants' labor force status or hourly wage rates’ at'a particular juncture during the

follow-up period, are simple to use. Since such measures do not require a detailed
account,of participants' post-program labor market activity, data collection efforts

can be held to a minimum and will not necessitate the construction of more compiex

-
4

performance measures, such as earned income. Also; the use of point-in-time

’ ’ ~
measures can be quite helpful for asseésing the performance of prime sponsor delivery

N " i
systems. For instance, by comparing the labor force status and hourly wage rates of
terminees at different points during the follow-up period, prime sponsors can begin

to judge the effectiveness of their delivery systems in impacting thefionger—term

employment and earnings of CEMA terminees. Moreover, compdrisons of these measures
' [ 2 . s

across alternative program strategies will allow local planners and administrators
R4
to gain substantial insights into the relative effectiveness of those, programs.

Despite their advantages, point-in-time measures provide only a limitéﬁ‘picture
of parti;ip§nts' post-program labor foige activity. For e;Zmple, some individuals
unemployed at a(éarticular point dur}né‘the follow-up period mé& have been ;;ployed
}or séveral; if not 41l of the preceeding montﬁs since program termination. In such

L3

cases, evaluative judgements bdsed solely on labor force status fiay understate the

true level of program effectiveness: The same type of problem prevails with other
. k4

point-in-time measures, such as hourly wage rates or hoursg worked.
v 3

In this regard, continuous performance measures, such as total weeks worked,

’

average earnings, or hourly wages, provide a more comprehensive and accurate assess-

ment of program effectiveness. Although such measures will require a detailed

- . *

account of the post-program labor force activities of terminees, they will give local
planners' and administratofs more insiglt into how participants have allocated their
time between employment and non-employment. Table 2-2 provides a summary of potential

types of outcomes measures, by time dimension and type of effect to be measured.

~

-17- ' AN
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" Table 2=2: Potential Types of Outcomes Measures

- \

P

Tvpe of Measure - * Gross Effect
Point-in-Time Measures o -Bmployment status at time of
’ - follow-up contact o

Continuous Measures

o Hourly wage at time of follow—
up contact

’

o Job retention status of initial
placements at time’ of follow-up
© contact

Total weeks worked during

o-

§

’

follow-up period

o Total earned ingome during the
follow-up period

~18-

Q,Increasé likelihood of

‘Gains\in earnings during

KN

Net Effect

«

employmeny at time of
follow—up contact

Increases in hourly earn-
ings at time of follow-up
contagt

Increased likelihood of
placements remaining with
initial employeTs

L]

Gains in number of weeks
worked during follow-up

ridd
pe N

follow-up period 1

|
e
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’III~ SELECTING PARTICIPANTSJTO BE INCLUDED IN'THE LOCALTFOLLOW-UP DATA BASE

e

After selecting those data which should be included in a local follow-up base,

Y., ’ prime sponsors need to identify those participants who will form the basis of their
e ’ 3 ' Q’ - : b
- - follow-up effort. When addressing this issue, prime sponsors-will have to make the

o . follawing key decisions:

~ ©

o Wheéhe; to group participants ﬁy their data of enrollment, or
by date of termination; '

» v

o~ What types of terminees.to}follow~u§;

o What lev d scope of program operations to include in
the follpw-up survey; and

o Whether to employ sampling procedqres.

’

Each of these four issues is addressed separately below.

- . 3
.-
]

‘A. The Use of Enrollment and Termifation Dates for Selecting Participants

The first decision in selecting participénts for follow-up is whether to group

them §céording to the dgtes of theif termination or the dates of program enrollment.

N

If participants are classified according to their dates of enrollment, the follow-up v
» . '

N

P survey will focus on individuals who were in ;Q?llabor market during a similar time |

period prior to the program. SinEe differences in pre;program labor market ‘condi-

tions can influence measurements of post-program perfdrqance, using enrollment dates
. . . ' Y 10 «
to Relect participants is one way to avoid bidsed judgements of program performance.

’ .L In such cases, however, the leﬁéth of the follow-up period will vary system-

a:ically with the duration of program participation. For example, assume that

v

‘follow-up data is collected eigliteen months after enrollment for individuals served

~

. .in an.occupational training pfogram and in a job search assistance program. Sigce'

&

joﬁ search assistance programs tend to be huch shorter than occupational training
. . programs, the length of'the post-program Period for both groups of participants
will.be gquite different. Because differences in the duration of labor force par-
<

e ticipation will likely influence individuals' employment and earnings experiences,

variations in the follow-up period alone can result in differences in the observed.

»

levels of success of the two programs.

o -19-. “27 | | o
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f gegilin programs were more or less successfgl'than others.

}

Another approach is to group participants according to their dates of termina-

tion. This assures that all participants will have been in the labor market for a

uniform time period, and thus provides each program with an equal cﬁhnce to work

prior to any measurements of effectiveness. Since participants' post-program labor

hd [

market activities form the ‘basis for measuring outcomes, reliance on the date of

Lermination may be the most effective and reliable approagp“fog grcouping program

participants.

B. Selecting the Types of Program Terminees -
The second issue requiring comsideration is the selection of the types of
termineesffor whom data will be collected. Choices must be made between focusing

data collection efforts on all terminees, job placed terminees, other positive

terminees, or those individuals with "other" terminations. A key criterion for )

Y

making this decision is the acquisitidn of data necessary for determining why
-k

Using this criterion suggests that‘daté on the szt—progShnL}eﬁbr market
{ .

experiences of program "failures'" as well as "successes" must be available.. While

this inclusive approach costs more than one focused upon a single group of
. S~

c e
terminees, it will enhance the utility of follow-up for decision-making. A local’
follow-up system will therefore be of maximum use to prime sponsors if it is based

- upon all types of. terminees.

-

-
-

C. Selecting the Level and Scope of Program 0peiatioq§

v

" The level and scope of program operations for which post-program.data will be

- made available will have an important bearing on the cost, required sample size,

-

and usefulness of the local follow-up system for decigsion-making. Prime sponsors
musﬁ choose whether to fécus their follow-up efforts oh the entire Title IIBC. -

N . . - ’
.delivery.system, its major program areas, suéb as -occupational tfaining;and work

" . P , ¥
experience, or on individual programs. . . - ' -

w

\ | | L. ) -20-, 28 ) |
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7 . . :
Although aggregaté measures of performance will aid in judging the overall

v

success of the local delivery syste&, they will be of limited use for identifying
E -
where changes are necessary oY determining those adjustments needed toO improve

effectIveness. Since local employment and training -delivery systems are comprised .

—_— i
of a varie" of diverie programs often operated by several different service pro-

viders, a useful follow-up data base 15 .one focused upon individual program

"3

activities. S

Beyond identifyjng the level of program operations for which follow-up data

™
will be collected, prime sponsors must also decide the scope of programs to be in-
cludéd in their follow-up systems. While the most promising approach would be to
4

include data on all programs in the local delivery system, this must be weighed
- against existing financial limitations and the objectives of each program. To the .

extent that the local delivery system is devoted primarily to the provision of par- -
ticular types of programs, such as occupational or on—the-job ﬁralnlng, prime

sponsors may wish to forego collecting data on other ,less substantial program

expenditures ’ . +

L . .
;;=,fﬁaditional factors that should be comsidered are the objectives of individual

I .
local programs. Many local programs, such as basic education and pre-vocational

1

training, are designed to prepare participants for entrance intoiyther.prbgrams

-

- + geared specifically at enhancipg their post-program employment” and earnings status.

Although follow-up data can be used to measure the post-ptograth labor market

'

experiences of individuals fxom these more preparatory of "feeder programs, their .
| practical use for decision-making will be limited since the programs‘ objectives are

geared primarily at in-program gains in such areas as education and work attitudes.

.
\ : .

\ . . .

.
y | . s

D. The Use of Sampling for Loecal Follow-Up Purposes
N L]

\ yeThe final consideration in selecting terminees fér a local follow~up data base

0

Lo is whethet‘ﬁr noC and to what extent the prime SpOnsdr should rely upon sampling.

N t- " The purpose of.sampling is to reduce the costs and scope of data collection while

-

-

- e ' ‘ S
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.

. - maintaining the accuracy of the follog-up findings. Statistical results derived
from a sample of participants should accurately reflect results which would be

obtained by a study employingttne entire population of partiqipants. Whether’ or
4 ' - . . i

not gampling is posaible Hepends'directly épon the number of participants a prime

-4

sponsor has enrolled in its programs.
Typically, small prime sponsors will’not always have enough participants )

enrolled in their programs.togbe able to take advantage of ghmpling procedures.ll

# When attempts are made to ' sample ;articipants from an :;:eady small level of pro-

gram enrollments, the aceuracy. of any follow~up findings will be tenuous at best.
e A

’ For larger prime sponsors, sampling is most desirable for those activities with
+enough part}cipants such thac-the resulting sample is representative of the total
population. For instance, participants in occupational training programs may be
sampled if the sample can be accurately stratified by Certain Qarticipant
chgrac;eristics of interest (e.g. age, race and sex), and is large enough to be

< representative of the entire enrollee populagion. In such cases, prime sponsors

can realiz substantial‘savings relative to the costs of conducting follow-up for )
. ' ' [ ]
all particj;lnts. A more detailed considerarion of therissues involved in sampling ‘

‘!s‘contained in Appendix:ﬁ. ‘ R .

)

pA ' IDENTIFYING AN APPROPRIATE FOLLOW-UP PERIOD

Since the primafy purpose of a local folldwaup system:is to help prime $ponsors

- /make informed judgements of program effectiveness, local administrators and planners
will place,a premium on the timely availability of outcomes information. However,
the need for current f£9llow-up information must be balanced- against considerations

regarding the accuracy of the follow-up findings and their usefulness for portraying

’ 1)

the longer—term effectivenass of local programs. Therefore, tHe post-program period

. must be long enough to reflect the permanent effects ghat programs have on partici-

I

pants' employment and earnings experience. ‘Short.follow-up periods, .i.e. one to

—

{ three months, tend to reflect only the immediate impact of a program and provide

.

o . ) -22- .
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little:assurance that the impact will continue over time. By extending the follow~

up period to six, twelve, or eighteen months, prime sponsors can derive a more
. 0 ) .
achupfte basis for assessing the longer-term effectiveness of local programs.

Prime sponsors must identify a follow-up period ghét can both meet their needs

v

for timely information, and serve as the basis for making accurate judgements of

.

post-program performance. Several existing studies show that post-program performance

9

} ) ‘
measures derived f;qg\iix month follow-up information reliably predict gains ‘in
; 12

v

employment and earnings one year after program termination.
-

While longe% follow-up
periods may be even more reliable, the major a&véntage of a six month follow-up

period is that it will generate timely info;matiéh, some of which will cover the out-,
. 13 ’
puts of current programs.

)

V. SOURCES OF DATA FOR LOCAL FOLLOW-UP

This section discusses various alternative data sources that prime sponsors

tan use fo meet their follow-up information needs. The discussion focuses’dn'the -
.advantages and disadvantages of the most widely uSes data sources in light of the
five basic ¢riteria thch are presented in Tabl9 2-3, ﬁhen teviewihg possible data
séurces for use in local cutcomes evaluation, prime sponsors must determine ;hose
criteria of greatest concern, and choose their data sources éccordingly. A s&mmary

of the main sources for each type of data discussed previqusly in this chapter is

provided in Table 2-4. ' : \

. v

A. Sources of Outcomes Data ) . .

\ One major type of data which should be included in a prime sponsor follow-up '«

data base is measures of program goals and objectives. These measures can be

«
)
n

designed to reflect economic aspects of performance, such as earned income or total

weeks worked, or non-economic program outcomes, such as job sgtisfaction, attendance

in school, or enlistment in the Armed Forces. When selecting an appfogriate data

source to meet these information needs,; prime sponsors can choose from four major

7

¢ ~23-




II1.

III.

»

Table 2-3: Criteria’ for Selecting Data Sources for Local
. Qutcomes Evaluation

- -

Scope of Data Elements Available

"

Data sources should be sufficient in scope to meet the follow-up informa-
tion needs of prime sponsors. ’

- -

GQuality of Data

~

Data sources should be thoroughly reviewed for their accuracy, complete-

ness, and internal consisteq\y.

.

’

Representativeness

.

Data must be’available for -all pé;ticipant groups selected for the local
follow-up datafbase: .

7of'Information Retrievai

Timelin
Data must be available in a timely enough fashion to meet prime sponsor
annual plann)'ng needs. . ' . :
« ! . ) . . o
Cost ’

Data sources should be reviewed and compared to determine that which is

least costly, given the information needs' identified by the prime sponsor.




I.

II.

v

Table 2-4:

Alternative Sources of Data for Local*Follow-Up Systems

Type of Data e

Post-Program Economic Data

-

[}

-

Post-Program Non-Economic Data, Including »

;.Participants' Views of Programs

III.

Iv.

VI.

>

X . .
Demographic and Socio-Ecomomic Information

Pre-Program Labor Market Data

Program Activity Data

Participant Location/Contact Information

-25-

~

—_—
Sources

Social Security Administration
Earnings Data

State Unemployment Wage Records
Employer Follow-Up Surveys
Participant’ Follow-Up Surveys

o]

o Partdicipant Follow-Up Surveys

-

Prime Sponsor MIS .
Participant FoI\Pw—Up Surveys

Prime Sponsor MIS

Participant Follow-Up Surveys
Social Security Administration
Earnings Data

State Unémployment Wage Records

[
.

o Prime Sponsor MIS
o Prime Sponsor CTS
o Participant Follow-Up Surveys

o Prime Sponsor MIS




sources: Social Security earnings data, Unemployment Insurance wage records data,

employer surveys, and participant follow-up surveys. The advantages and limitations )
of each of these data Sources are summarized in Table 2-5, and are discussed below.

1. Social Security Earnings Data

The"Social Security Administration (SSA) maintains a master file of yearly ‘ f‘\
. 5 ' »
earnings for all employees nationwide in those jobs covered by Social Security. This

file is arranged by Social Securiky number and contains selected demographic informa-
tion, suéb as sex and birthdate, obtained when individuals request Social Security -

numbers. . Currently, this file is updated annually when employers file Copy A of their
Y .
' .. employer W-2 Wage and Tax Statemént with SSA for those employees covered by Social
i 14 . .
Security., -

Social Security earnings data possess many advantages as a, source of. informa-

‘e ¥ .

tion on participénts' post-program employment and earnings experiences. SSA records

¢

- A »
are relatively free from any biases due to saTB}épiffritioﬁ as coverage is nation-

! wide and includes approximately, 90 peféénc of all paid employdent. Since SSA files

are maiptained through employer tax returns, these records are also complete and
M A

-
'

accurate for all covered employees. Additionally, Social Security reeords are both
longitudinal, giving those prime §bonsors interested in performing long~term evalua- 4
. . "'\'

tions the opportunity to readily do so, and relatively inexpensive, with the only

costs involved being those of data processing and &nalysis..

This source of data does, however, have several limitations. First, the =

- measures of economic outcomes available from the data are limited to annual earnings,

with no information on wage rates, weeks worked, or other aspects of post-program
15
performance. Similarly, information is not available on any non~economic measures

- - of performance. Second, Socialg Security data are currently subject to at leasf a

one and a half year delay in awailability. For example,'infprmation on terminees' .

1980 earnings would not become available in the file until mid-1982. Third, about .

& .
ten pescent of all employees are not covered by Social Security, including federal

’

and many state and local government employees, as well as employees ofsome non-

. profit organizations., For coveféd“émployees, only earnings up to the maximum tax-
- Q ‘ " t ’ ’
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.Table 2-5:

Strengths and Limitations of Alternative Data Sources

for a Local Follow-Up Data Base

. /_ .

‘Major Sources of Data Advantages

Sources of Post-Program Data

\

I. Social Security Earmings " 0 Available for most employees o
Data . nationwide
*+ 0 Accurate
o Complete ) o
o Longitudinal .
- o Relatively inéxpensive -0
— e A8
[ (o]
’ o
o
~ .
II. Unemgloyment Insurance Wage o Earnings recorded quérterly )
Records Data (Statd Employ- o Only three month lag in
ment Security Agency) availability from time of
, reported earnings - ©
o Accurate .
- . o Longitudinal . )
3 ' o Relatively inexpensive
o
o
o
I1II. Employer Follow-Up Surveys o Rélatively easy to contact o

. former participants
o Relatively high response rate o

possible
o Accurate job and wage informa- o
1 tion
‘ * o Can be used to supplement ¢
', other data soutces o

, remavRs b .

non~economic outcome

Limitations

Measures of economic
outcomes limited to
annual earnings

Data not available on
non-economic outcomes
At Teast 1% year time
lag in availability
from year Wf reported
earnings

Ten percent of .
employees not covered
Repeated Study proce-
dures not possible
Data not available on
parficipants not
empioyed

Measures of economic
outcomes limited to
earnings -

Data not available on
non—-economic outcomes
12 states do not main-
tain complete files of
¥.I..data

Small firms and self-
employed not covered
Data not available on
employees working out
of state

Data not available on
participants not*
employed

Data available on job-
placed terminees only
Data limited to first
post-CETA job
Difficult to identify
appropriate respondent
within establishment
Data not available




. - Table 2-5 (Cont.)

»
i

Major Sources of Data . . 'Advantages Limitations .-
. S \ , - . ———
IV. Participant Follow-Up o Relatively short time lag . 0 Relatively higher cost
hd o Wide range‘of data potentiall per participant comtact
y
& available o Possible non-response

. : \ o Flexible and subject to change biases
o Can elicit participant opinions o Problems may be

‘ and suggestions about programs ehcountered in locating
® o CanYobtain information for all and contacting partici-
‘types of terminees pants
| R lo Can be used to verify other .-

data sources

Sources of Participant and
Program Characteristics

.

I. Prime Sponsor MIS o Readily available . o Not always complete.
. . o Many data elements required o Full participant con-
' . " by federal law tact information not
o Current . " required by law
o Only readily available data o Data in MIS mnot always
; . - . source for some idformation consistent with local
follow—-up information
‘ needs ..

-

II. Prime Sponsor CIS o Readily available ' o Detailed information
. ° o Current - ’ on participants'’
: o Concise pictureof program experiences not avail-

activities | able

N
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' than that of SSA data. , This Series of quarterly earnings is a major featuré of

- - 16"
able for Social Security are recorded in the file.  The fourth limﬂ:ation is that

no information is available for terminees who have not worked since leaving CETA,
17
or who have worked so little that “their earnings are not recorded. As a result,

follow-uo findings obtained by.using SSA data could be biased toward those partici-
pants with post~program earnings.

A final concern is the way in which prime sponsors can access the data. Since’

’

SSA records cannot be released to the public, the Social Security Administration

must perform all statistical analyses., The SSA provides a service which matches
. —

the earnings data to identifying participant characteristics, and then performs
requested statistical amalyses. This procedure is generally a less expensive means

» . -
of acquiring follow-up data than survey techniques, but it sybstantially restricgs

the range of analyses which can be performed.
Prime sponsors which wan{\/yre information about using Social Security'earn-

ings data should contact the Office of Research and Statistics in the U.S. Social

z -t

Security Administration.

2. Unemployment Insurance Wage Data

»

Most states, through their State Employment Security Agencies (SESA), keep
files of quarterly and yearly earnings for enployees covered by Unemployment
Insurancé (U.I.). Like data available, frqm the Social Security Administration, "

the U. I. wage records represent one potential institutional source of follow-up

data. ‘o

‘
I - A

U.I. wage data have advantages simi¥dr to those of Sqcial Security earfiings

data. Information in U.I. wage records is complete, accurate, and léngitudinal for
those U.I. covered employees. who continue working in the state. In contrast, how-
&

ever, U. I. wage data are reported quarterly, with earnings information generally
0

available only three monthg after the end of the quarter, a much shorter time-lag

-~

o

u. I. data in that it presents a clearer picture of an enployee s labor market
i

ekperiegces ‘than the yearly earnings available from SOcial Security data.

’

- ’
——
\

. . ‘ '
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I

,- U,I. data also have certain important limitations. Like Social Security earn--

; : 4 - '
ings data, U.I. wage data contain only earnings information and are not useful for

-

examining other aspects of pbst-program‘performanée. Additionally, U.I. wage data
?
are not fully representative. Many employees of small firms, and those who are

self-employed are not covered by unemployment insurance. Additionally, data are

not available for employees working outside of the state, or for terminees who have
k 4 14
not worked Since they left CETA. A final disadvantage of U.I. wage data is that a
N .
dozen states, including some major industrial states, such as New York and Ohio, do

.not routinely record quarterly wage data for all covered employees in a master

18 -
file. Rather, these sStates acquire wdge data for determining benefit rights on a

-

requést basis after the worker files a claim.
Actual data elements in a state's U.I. wage files vary across states, as will
prodedures to be followed to access the data. Prime sponsors interested in using

U.Il. wage:&ata for outcomes e€valuation should coﬁtact their State Employment Security
Agéncy (SESA). L
. . [ ¢

“3. ' Employer Follow-Up Surveys

In addition to the institutional data sources, outcomes information can also
be obtained‘Ehrough the use of employer surveys. These surveys Qave several
distinct a&vantages. Employers are generally easy to locate and contact’, and most
will take the time to anssgr the survey questions, resulting in a relatively high
response rate. Also, employers can be relied upon to pfovide accurate job descrip~
tions, ‘wage rates, anﬁ time work;d by their employees. |

Despite these advantages,zhowéver, employer surveys are quite limited in
scope. Since the name of the first post-CETA employer is generally recorded qnly
:*for‘participan5§ who are job placed, it is not éossible tq obtain follow-up in-

~

férmgtion on non-placement terminées. Additionally, for those who were job placed,
only the first p6st~CETA employeryis listed, limiting follow-up data to that job.
Only when placements remain on their initial jobs for the entire follow-up period

can participants' entire post-program employment and earnings experiences be

recorded.

L ' o -30= .:3&; .
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¢
4. Participant Follow=Up Surveys PRy

Participant follow-up §prveyé represent the .most viable approach for collect-

03

ing odtcomes data available to primé sponsors. Most impo;tancly, difeét participant
contacts afford the opportunicy‘to collecﬂ the widest range of available information
when compared to any of the théee data sources already d;scussea.

Several types of data can bglcollecqea through éar;icipant surveys, including

those rélgted to the post-program employment and earnings experience of terminees,

-

information about non~economic program outcomes, such as school entollment and mili-
tary status, and respondents' views and suggestions about the programs in which they

participated. In addition, participant follow-up fhrveys can be structured to
B . -

provide timely information consistent with prime sponsor .annual planning needs, and

can be used to obtain information on all m&pes‘of terminees, unlike 'SSA data, U.I.

v
.

data, og_employer surveySf
At thetsame time, problems do ‘exist with relying on pafﬁicipant follow-up

'surveyé as a source of outcomes data. Fi;sc,‘there are various issues involved in

settingaup.and operati;g a'éirvey, some of which will be discussed in Chapter Three.

' r
A major congern relates to locating and contactifig terminees. Participants may

have moved without leaving a forwérding address, may keep irregular hours which
make them difficult to reach, or may simply choose not to participate in the sur-

vey. This difficulty in locating and contacting terminees may introduce bias into

<

the follow-up findings as the results may be based on disproportionately large and

small shares of particular population subgroups. Another limitation of participant

surveys is related to the cost of data collection. Operating participant surveys

tends 'to cost more than using employer surveys or Social Security or Unemployment

Insurafice earnings data.

Despite these.limitations, however, the data potentially dvailable from

participant surveys represenf the most complete infgrmation on participants’ pbsc-

’

program employment and'earnings experiences, their views of the programs in which

they participated,'ﬂnd non-economic aspects of performance.

v
.

31

Lu. 39 .

-’ an ~

v




- i

Ed

In summary, selected economic outcomes measures can be obtained through

several sources,_including SSA and U.I. earnings files, employer follow-up surveys,

a -

and participant follow-up survéys. However, the first three df the sources provide
information only on participants who'were employed after they left the CETA proéram;

. .
and. even._in these cases, problems of data coverage still exist. For prime sponsors =

to acquire adequate ihfofmation on economic 3nd non-economi¢ outcomes, as well as
terminees' perceptions of all the programs.in which they participated, participant

follow-ﬁp surveys are the most viable alternative.
* ‘ : ‘
. . . i
B. Sources of Demographic and Socio-Economic Participant Characteristics,
Pre~-Program Labor Market Data, and Program Participation and Contact Information

<

Without surveying CETA terminees, the information maintained by the prime

sponsor in its Ma&agement Information System (MIS) and Client Tracking' §ystem (CTS)
represents the only data source available for participant and program characteristic

* information. The CTS presents a concise picture of the participaﬁt's CETA program-
t - . *

experience while the MIS provides a wider rahge of more detailed informaqién. - These’
. ' - )
two systems should, for the most part, contain those data necessary to identify the

characteristics of participants as well as the programs in which they participated.

Several types of contact information needed for locating and contahting
Yy /. ‘

terminees should also be available from the prime sponsor MIS. All MIS should co

a

tain paiticipants' full names and addresses. Many systems also contain parti
. : . J

pants' phone numbers and even "emergeficy' phone numbers of family memberg«6r friends.
It ghould be noted that prime sponsor MIS are not\zegﬁired to recofapparticipants'
phoge numbers although they are critical pieces of conggét information. Other types
of MIS information useful for locating and contacting former participants include

J the names and addresses of employers for those job placed, and schools or training

, ) programs in which the participant may have enrolled: upon termination from the CETA |

g Pro8Tam. . ‘ . -

N . ‘ - ®
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s Although priﬁe sponsor MIS aqd/CTS are a primary source of information on

' %
© . participants' program and pre-program experiences, they have limitations which may

)

afféct their potential use. Management information and client tracking systems
/ L ,‘insc'co prov}de the data ngeded to.fulfill fedg;alvfeporcihg requirements. Such’

-+ information is often imsufficient for many degisions which must be made at the

' /- local level. Fordexam;)le, federal reg\;}_ations; do not require.t:hat: prime sponsors

. record the industries in which 6n—the{ébb Eraining takes place. However, fof

iocal planniqg efforts, this information cam be valuable for determining whether

- the™®wccess or fgiigge of an OJT program is atcri%utabie, in part, to the industry

in which the participants are workihg. In addition, such critical data items as

the respondent's telephone number énd alternate emergency mumbers: of fampily ot

K ‘i

‘; . friends are ;lso not required. érime spoﬁsors planning to use participaht surveys

to gather post-program information should aim to have these data included in their

MIS as an important part.of their local follow-up sy&tems.

'
. 3
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FOOTNQTES'TO CHAPTER TWO

’

L
The composite .nature of earned income stems from the fact that it is based
upon the product of dn individual''s total weeks worked, average hours
worked per week, and average hourly wage rates. As a measuxe of post=>
program performance, it therefore reflects the total labor force experience
of former participants, as well as several objectives which a local
delivery system may be designed to achieve. ] N

For a thorough review of issues and methods related to analyzing the
sources of income gains see:
Sum, Andrew, Katherine Mazzeo, Francis Mclaughlin, and feffrey Zornitsky,

Evaluating the Performance of Employment and Training Programs at the Local

" Level, Employment and Training Addinistration, U.S. D.0.L., Boston,
" Massachusetts, 1978, Volume Two, pp. 357-371. .

While the ‘conceptual reasoning behind this point may be clear, the useful-
ness of the approach will be critically dependent upon the types of
stagtistical techniques ‘selected for analysis purposes. For a ‘thorough
review of the application of alternative statistical techniques see:

. A
Sum, Andrew, gg_al:, op. cit., Volume Two, pp. 221-317.

Thus far, a determination of those gross performance measures that reliably
predict long-term pr§§ram effectiveness has not been satisfactorily
resolved. Currently,‘only three published empirical research studies on
this subject have been completed, each wifth somewhat differing results.
See: s

Borus, Michael, "Indicators of CETA Performance", Industrial and Labor
Relations Review, Volume 32, No. 1, October, 1978, pp. 3-1l4. ©

Gay, Robert, Valldating Performance Indicators for Employment and Train-
ing Programs, U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administra-
tion, Office of Research and Development, Washington, D.C., April, 1978.

Geraci, Vincent, and‘ChrisEopher King, Employment and Training (CETA)
Program Performance: Long-Term Earnings Effects and Short-Term Indicators,
University of Texas at Austin, Department of Economics, December, 1980.

A control group is defimed as a group of individuals who, when compared to
those receiving services, are different only in that they did not receive
program services. True control groups are established by randomly assigh-
ing individuals to receive or not receive program services When random
assignment is not possible, attempts can be made to match individuals
according to those characteristics which likely influence program per-
formance. This latter pProcedure results in a comparison group which, in
contrast to a control group, represents an incomplete accounting of
differences between individuals. For a good discussion of selecting con-~
trol and comparison groups see:

Campbell, Donald, "Reforms as Experiments", American Psychologist, Vol.
24, No. 4, 1969, pp. 409-429, : .

Issac, Stephen, and William Michael, Handbook in Research and Evgluation,
Edits Publishers, San Diego, Califormnia, 1971.

\
\
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Hardin, Einar, "On the Choice of Control Groups”, in Borus, Michael
(Ed.), Evaluating the Impact of Manpower Programs, D.C. Heath and ‘
Company, lLexington, Massachusetts, 1972, pp. 41-358.

. Sax, Gilbert, Foundations and Educational Research, Prentice Hall,

Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1979. ' ’
58 ¢ ’ . %

6. When using a comparison group, the incomplete accounting of '
differences between individuals makes it necessary to use statistical
controls in order to accurately identify the independent contribution '
of a’program to a given outcomes measure. . In most cases, evaluators’
have utilized either multiple regression analysis or analysis of

< variadce techniques to accomplish this. For a review of selected .
studies that have used and/or discussed the relative merits of alterna-
tive comparison groups see: _ ( ’

Borus, Michael, .John Brennan and Sidney Rosen, "A Benefit-Cost Analysis
of the Neighborhood Youth Corps: The Out-of-School Program in Indiana",

: Journal of Human Resources, Vol. 5, No. 2, Sprinmg 1970, pp. 139-159.
(Uses eligible applicants who did not participate in the program).

Cooley, Thomas, Timothy McGuire and Edward Prescott, The Impact of
Manpower Training Pg;grams on Earning: An Econometric Analysis, prepared ,
for Offige of Policy, Evaluation and Research, U.S. Department of Labor, .
- Washington, D.C., 1975. (Uses both eligible applicants who did not par--
i , ticipate in the program and a matched sample from Social Security files).

. Garey, Robert B., The Earnings Effects of CETA Title I in South Carolina: -
.o An Evaluation Using Social Security Data, The University of South
. Carolina, Bureau of Government Research and Service, Columbia, South
Carolina, 1978, (Uses a matched sample from Social Security files). .

Gibbard, Harold and Gerald Somers, "Government Retraining of the
3 Unemployed in West Virginia", in Somers, Gerald (Ed.), Retrainin ng the
Unemployed, University of Wisconsin Press, Madison, Wisconsin, 1969,
pp. 17-24. (Uses a matched sample of persons having active or inactive . .
applications on file with the State Employment Service).

. Hardin, Einar, and Michael Borus,” The Economic Benefits and Costs of
Retraining, D.C. Heath and Company, Lexington, Massachusetts, 1971.
* (Uses non~trainees who applied and were eligible for the program but
did not participate). . .

.

- Main, Earl, §fNationwidé Evaluation of M.D.T.A. Institutional Job Train-
ing", Journal of Human Resources, Vol. 3, No. 2, Spring 1978, pp. 159-
170. (Uses friends and relatives of trainees who were unemployed at
about the same time the participants entered training).

Westat, Inc., Continuous Longitudinal'Manpower Survey: The Impact of
CETA on Participants Earnings, Working Papers One and Two, prepared for

the Office of Program Evaluation, Employment and Training Administration,
U.S. Department of Labor, Washington, D.C., 1980. (Uses matched sample
from Social Security files and Current Population Survey). )
. - \
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7. For a review of several studies containipmg before and after- comparisons
see: ' C .

[
~

Perry, Charles R., Bernard E.\ Anderson, -Richard L. Rowan, and Herbert R.
. Northrup, The Impact of Government Manpower Programs: In General, and
On Minorities ‘and Women, Industrial Research-Unit, The Wharton School,

University of Pennsylvania, 1975.""'\\Z s
Additionally,‘a eritical review of befo e;and after ‘comparisons can be

found in:

[
"Sax, Gilbert, op. cit. Do .

8. One way to possibly address thesé problems is to employ a time-series
model., The ‘key: advantage of this approach is that it seeks to extend
the pre-program period for a sufficient duration to account for the -

. problems of maturation and regression toward the mean. It does, how-
ever, still suffer from the problem of history. Moreover, the use of
extended pre—program observations will not be fully possible for in-
dividuals who either are new entrants to the labor market or:.have not’
participated in the labor force for ah extended period of time. 1In
the first case, one could delete these individuals from estimates-of
progran effects. While a similar approach can be taken for the rer St
entrants, it may be desirable to, attempt to go farther<§ack in time /
to collect their work history data.

9. See for instance:

Geraci, Vincent, op. cit.
. 10. Pre-CETA labor market conditiomns can potentially influence the meagure-
. ment of post—program performance in one or a combination of two ways.
First, to the extent that local labor markets become loose, individuals
equipped with marketable skills and experience may find themselves un-
ablé to secure or maintain employment. In this case, the’deterioration
in their employment and income Status would tend to be moréﬂtemporaiy
in nature than a reflection of their permanent status in tHe labor
~» market. Thus, measures of program effectiveness could potentially be
biased by the problem of "regression toward the mean" since these in-
dividuals codﬁﬂﬁbe expected to improve their labor market status in the
absence of program participation. Secondly, changes in local labor
market conditions between the pre- and post-program period could either
enhance or reduce an individual's labor market status in the absence
of the program. In this case, the use of enrollment dates would serve
to establish a consistent basis for judging the effectiveness of local
programs. i ’ . -

~
©

11. While it is difficult to objectively classify prime sponsors by size,
the key factor that should be used to determine the appropriateness of
sampling is whether or not a sample can be drawn to generate statistically v
reliable results. Fqor a thorough treatment of sampling techniques and 1
procedures see: .
Cochran, Will{am G., Sampling Techniques, John Wiley and Sons, Inc.,
> New York, New York, 1963.

¢
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13.

-14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

See: Ceract, Vincent, op. cit.
|
Even a six month follow-
generate informatio
which the follow-up survey is taking place.

, however, cannet be fully relied upomto
all programs operating in the same year during

-

Assuming that follow-up begins

-quarter to be credited for the quarter.

in October as do new fiscal year programs, the first follow-up of October
terminees could not begin until April, which’is the beginning of the annual
planning cycle. Thus, even with a relatively short follow-up period such
as six months, prime sponsors:will have to rely upon a mix of current as
well as previous fiscal year data.

A copy o »the W-2 wage and tax statement is contained in Appendix A,

Prior t6 1978, the Soqial Security Administration maintained a file of
earnings by_g3 uarter as well as yearly earnings up to a maximum taxable
level for all’employees. In 1978, the current system of updating the

file once a year through employer W~-2 wage and tax statements was initfated.

In early 1981, the maximum taxable intome was increased to $29,700, which
is likely sufficient to cover most CETA participants' post~program earn-
ings. .
Prior to 1978, individuals were required to earn a certain amount in each
Currently, an individual is given
credit for one quarter for each $300 he/she earns. If an individual earns
less than $300 in-a year, no annual earnings will be recorded for that
year.

As of the end of 1980, those states which do not maintain a complete file
of U.I. wage data are: Hawaii, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Nebraska,
New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Rhode Island, Utah, Vermont and Wisconsin.

4 -
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IMPL ING AND .OPERATING LOCAL FOLLOW-UP SYSTEMS

[ ; )
I. }NTRODUCTION ;k }

Prisf to implementing a locally-baged follow-up -system, prime Sponsofs
must make a.series of decisions regardiAg the organiza;ional and operational approach
they will use. Since prime»sponsors ca&lexercise considerable latitude in making

. , .

these decisions, it is important that aii options are explored fully and that both
- A a

°

in-house and external resgurces are considered.
-y

This chapter is designed to help prime sponsors in the following major aspects -

of their local follow-up systems: ' ‘ -
o The selection of a participant contact method;

o The development of a follow-up questiomnaire;

o The choice of an organizationai approach for con- o
ducting follow-up surveys; )

o The use of participant contact and interview
techniques; and ¢

o The use of quality comtrol and data processing

+ .
R >

Each of these topics is addressed separately below.

II. SELECTING A PARTICIPANT CONTACT METHOD

There are three primary participant contagt methods whiich prime sponsors can
use to administer their follow-up queftionnaires: 1) telephofie surveys; 2) personal
vis;t interviews; and 3) mail surveys. As shown in Table 3-1, each of these .methods
possesses several strengths and limitations that impact upon their response rates,
data quality, and costs. When selecting a participant contact method, prime Sponsors
should consider these three factors since they wiil have a direct bearing on the . *
usefulness of follow-up-information for decision-making. ?his section will provide
a brief discussion of these fact;rs as well as the results from an empirical study

designed to determine the most effective and cost-efficient survey method for con-

tacting CETA terminees.

K ' To=38w 47




Method

Telephonsz

Personal Visit:

Mail Surveys:

Table

3*1: Advantages and Disadvantages of

Alternative Survey Methods

Advantages " .

o Opportunity to directly

question the participant

o Offers opportunity to ask

respondent to clarify
answers .

o} Relatively easy to manage

and supervise; provides
opportynity to control
interviewer bias

o No travel required

o  Opportunity to directly

question the participant

o Offers opportunity to

clarify answers

o Interviewer is able to -

obtain visual clues- from
respondent

o Visual materials can be

used for questions

) Provides maximum’opportunity

to influence response rates;
Interviewer can travel to.
search for participant

o ' Wide geographic area can

be covered economically

o Greater privacy since

questionnaire is completed
without an-interviewer

o Questionnaire can be com-

pleted at the leisure of
the respondent

o For those respondents who

often may not be at home,
mail contact may be more
successful

\

ro

Disadvantages

v

Length of interview
must be limited
No”ability to obtain

visual clues from
respondents
Visual materials ca

be used for questions
Limited ability to .
locate participant;

not able to go to
participant's residence
Management of survey
operations is difficult
Quality control and *.
verifications are more
complicated e
,Time~consuming

Travel is required

.

~
.

~ .

Limited ability to influence
response rates

Limited ability to control
data quality

No opportunity to ask
respondents to clarify
answers

Questionnaire may be

ignor#d by those who have
reading problems
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N : The respouse rate of-a contact method is a measure of the number of terminees
who cogglete a questionnaire relative to the toqal number of terminees the prime )

- sponsor attempted to survey. Generally, one would expect both telephone and
personal visit surveys to yield higher)response fates than mail surveys. Since mail
surveys rely solely on the respamndent to complete and return the questionnaire, in-
terviewers do not.haye the opportunity to contact terminees and directly solicit

. I

their participation in the survey. - .
The overall quality of the data, ipcluding how completely and accurately the
; > .
follow-up information has been recorded on the questionnaires, is also likel§ to be .
higher for telephone and personaluvisit surveys. For both of these methods, inter-
vieqer% who are familia: with the survey instrument are relied upon to ask all ques-
tions, record responses and check for-accuracy and completeness. In contrast, the
respondent who completes a mail questionnaire at home is not familiar with it, and
therefore, may not understand what is being asked, or where to record the information.
Although both the quality of the data and the response rate are expected to
be lower for mail than for telephone or personal visit surveys, mail surveys are
generally thought to be a useftl participant contact method because of their lower
cost. Because all questiomnaires are mailed to and completed by fespondents them-
selves, there are no coats associated with either administering the questionnaire -
or traveling to and from the respondent's home.
In order to help.prime\sponsors‘?ake a selection froﬂfamong these alternatives, .
~ the Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of Labor, recently"”
supported a research project to‘determine the most reliable and cost effective

’

- method of gathef?ng post-program data using a participant questionnaire.. The pur-

pose of the study was to compare and contrast each of the three, survey techniques

with respect to their overall response rates, the consistency and completeness of

the data colleéted, and the associated cost.

'
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A. Findings From a Study of the Reliability and Cost-Effectiveness of Three
Survey Methods .
’ i

The study included 784 former CETA participdnts who had terminated from five = *

A

prime Spou’sor.s Jlocated in two ETA regions. All partiCipants{were economically dis-

advantaged and terminated from programs funded under CETA Title IIBC (75 percent)

and Title IID (25 percent). Tnese participants were randomly assigned to one of

three groups corresponding to the three survey techniques.tx This assignment deter—

mined whether the ensuing six month post-program follow—up interview attempt would
. .

be conducted in person, over the telephone, or through the mail. Guidelines were

pronided to, project interViewers to insure that location and contact prqcedures were
uniformly pursued across the three alternative approaches. Tne results are briefly
discussed below, while a detailed description of both the project and its findings

is contained in Appendix B. h

-

T, A é\Pparison of the rates of response (actual survey completion) associated

with the three survey methodologies revealed that the highest response “rate was
L,
achieved by the telephone survey (45 percent), followed closely by personal visit

o interviews (40 percent). The mail survey yielded only a 19 percent rate of -
. - 1
response after a two Stage mailing. Analysis of the telephone and personal sur-

vey methods indicated that, although there was a slight difference in the response
rate, the actual rate of contact (including those who were contacted but did not

respond to the interview) was identical (48 percent). This indicates that, com- é

pared to the telephone survey sample, a large group of those proached for

personal visit interviews refused to participate. Some of the refusals came

during the initial phone cdntact as an attempt was made to schedule a personal

interview. It appears that respondents prefer the anonymity of a telephone or

mail survey to the face-to-face contact of personal interviews. Also, many
. H . 2

terminees failed to meet a pre-scheduled personal interview appointment. This

underscores the inportance of taking advantage of the initial contact success by

attempting to conduct the interview immediately.

Z



Another major focus of the research was to assess the "quality" of data

’

collected with respect to its compleEeness and internal comsistency, including the

appropriate use of skip patterns and instructions. Similar to the response rate

. ~

"findings, the telephone and personal visit interview methods generated high levels .

of data quality and consistencf. In contrast, the information collected through
3 .
mail surveys yielded-less complete and less consistent data. These reiylts are

’

consistent with expedtatidns since telephone and personal visit interviewers

- ¢ ~

received extensive tr ng in the use of the survey instrument,'whereas mai] sur-
vey respondents were] viewing the questionnaire for the first time.

The.final major issﬁe under examination was relative cost., The cost of a

completed interview was calculated to include the timé spent locating terminees, ‘

the actual time spent administering interviews, and the -time spent checking® and |
) 4
coding completed questionnaires. The least expensive approach was the telephone

survey, with af average cost'of $2.13 per completed interview. The personal visit
\\ oo

method was considerably more expensive, with an average cost of $16,27 per ccmpleted

interview, clearly refleesieg the considerable time and travel costs associated with

this agproach. The average cost of'an interview completed through a mail survey was

found ‘to be $6.59. This mail survey cost may seem high since there are no associated
-~ .

»

interview costs; however, the two mailings coupled with a low response rate resulted
in a comparatively costly operation. ) *

These findings demonstrate that the éelephone survey technique most favorabl§’
- . ’ o
balances the major considerations of resppnse rates, data quality and overall costs.
! »

I d

Although personal 1nterviews produced competitive response rates and-high quality

data, the associated high costs keep them from being a practical option for prime
-
sponsor -use. Similarly, mail surveys do not emerge as.a viable local option because

N—\ .
they tend to generate low response rates and'comparatively low quality data. There-
fore, prime sponsors should primarily consider telephone surveys when‘ selecting a

v

/
participant contact method. v

. . b=
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'III. DEVELOPING A FOLLOW-UP QDESTIONNAIRE

The follow-up questionnaire is the primary source of information on the

post-prdgram labor market activities of CETA terminees. Because this information

.

serves as the basis for evaluative judgements, the survey instrument must be
constructed to maximize the accuracy and utility of the follow-up data base. This
section on guestionﬁaire development cover;_;he following three areas:

) The developmentyand wording of q;estions;

o The advantages and limitations osteveral,methods of
collecting information on the participants post-
‘program activities; and

[

o' Issues in constructing the questionnaire. .

\ . B
Oun occasion, an issue in questionnaire "development is critically linked to
[

the choice of a particular survey method. When considerations are notably different

among telephone, personal visit and mail'iirvey instruments,‘the variations will be

9
«» yydiscussed.

t

A.,Developing Questions N
14

LY

Once Ehe 1isc of desired post-program data is determined, questions must be
de;;loped to elicit exactly this information from CETA terminees. Questions must
be p}ecisely focused and phrased so that the average respondent can, easily under-
stand what is being asked. Careful consideration should also be given to the
length of the questions. To keep the iet%rview as short as possible, questigns
should b;‘designed to cover all the required information without undue overlap or
repetition. .This section discusses first the basic types of questions which can

be used in developing @ follow-up questionnaire, and then focusesﬂET issues in

the wording of questions.




"
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1. Types of Qﬁestiqgg ‘

) The;e\are three broad categories of -question and answer formats: fixed
response, open—endéh; én;%ég;fii§'5;/:;;1p" questions.

_Fixed response questions are thosé.for which a seri;s of possible answer;\ E
is listed below the question. By having the most common responses written below
the question, the interviewer can record the respondents' ahswerg'very quickly

and then proceed with the rest of the interview. This approach, however, is

only possible when the prime sponsor knows what types of responses are likely.

When administering the ‘interview, the interviewer either reads the choices

.

to the respondent,. or matches the respondent's answer with one of the listed

responses.

-

Example 1 ’ . -

"How did you find out about this job?"

' Y

1 = CETA Agency 5 = Friends or Relatives

2 = Employment Of fice/Job Service 6 = Answered Newspaper Ad
3 = Private Employment Agency . . . 7 = Other
4 = Contacted Employer Directly ]

M -
‘ \ . .

In this example, responses are not read aloud as they may influence the
respondent's chofce of an answer. There is a blank lﬁye next to "other" to be
used for listing responses other than tpose already identified. .It is necessary
to accurately record these "otper"~re3ponses, since they repr;sent an important
additional source of information and may be listed as additional choicés in the
future.

.Another type pf'fixed response question seeks to direct and fochs the

response by providing the only possible choices to the respondent.,

.

*

]
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Example 2

P |
"All things considered, how would you rate the CETA‘program?"

1 = Excellent 2 = Good 3 = Fair 4 = Poor

4

It should be noted that on a questionnaire used in a mail survey, there is
less of a difference between types of fixed response questions because the
respondent always reads the respénses. On questions for which there may be more

-

answers than those listed, an "other " choice may be incld?fd

v

with instructions to "please sSEcify".

»
R

Open-gpﬁed questions are those for which no. predetermined responses are
listed on the questionnaire, or read aloud to the respondent. There are two
varieties of open-ended questions. The first is the open-ended question for whigch

the respondent provides a numeric amount. _

k.

Example 3 -

"What was your starting hourly wage rate?"

or

"How many hours do you usually work per week?"

In both of these casés, the answer itself is a number and is a readily usable
data element either.as recordeg, or after being grouped into'discrete categories.

. The second type of'Opgn-ended question imvolves a non-numeric response. The

-

interviewer asks the respondent the question and then records the entire reply

verbatim, as in Example 4.- ‘ .

Exaﬁgle 4

"How would you improve the CETA-program?”

3
4




+

% ¥

This type of question is more time-consuming than fixed response, or
numeric open-ended questions, due to the potentially extensive nature of the
- A - 14 &
responses. However, it provides respopdents with the greatest degree of lati-

tude when responding to a particular question.

—
- Certain survey'questions can be developed as either a fixed response or N
an opeq-ended question as shown in Example 5. .

~ . 4
- ~ L

Example 5~

A) ' '"How mahy hours do you usually work per week?" -

) . "How many hours do you usually work per week?"

v 1eos 4 = 36-45 :
' 2= 16~25 N . 5 = 46-55 ‘
- f. B A
Lo3m 26=35 & _ 6 = 56+

-Betermination of the most appropriate format depends both upon the time con-,

? N . : *

straints of the interview as wéil as the nature of the ane.lysis'.to be performad
. ‘ ’ ‘ :

with the data. 1iIm t:h’&*‘ebqve e:;ample, it is prbbably faster to record the number

of hours::inst:ead of scanming the alternatives in Option B for the appropriate

¥

resppnse. Developing a'questionfaire also requites foresight as to future uses

.of tﬁe dat:g Usually, qﬁest:ions which. are not categorized on the surVey instru-

\‘; .
tnent:,, (Opt:ion A rather t:han Option B abOVe), allow the analyst more latit:ude and

:"\ ‘e d i .
- \fiexi'bility in aggreggting ané'f disaggregat:ing the data for various analyt:ical

5 T e
.,',, . » . ' 4 ‘ -~ .h_av . ’ A 7
Pufposas- C T e S ‘ '
\ﬂr : * pel ,.' " [ S c

“ ' k. !; ' .- . At
“op A/,chird type of question is the sorciﬁg or “skip question, These q'uestions
' .; . . o } T~ | | «,’ -‘_’v' w\ -
are genexall 's d to? obﬁtain pne smail piece of mformation t:o ;direct: the int:er-
At L ' \ . "
N e . - w ntoo . “ar «h .

vie\ier co the ﬁext appropriatﬂe grou‘p of quesgions.
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Example 6

e,

"are you currently working?"

e ¥

1l = Yes 2 = No

This question sorts out respondents who are working from those who are not,
The interviewer can then, for instance, proceed to questions about the current job
3
for respondents who ,answer "yes" and to questions about job search activities for ?
those who answer "no". Sorting questions used oh a mail questionn;ire indicate to
respondents the next set of applicable questions or instr&écions. Sorting ques-
tions and their uses for the "'skip pattern" of the ques;ionnaire are discussed in

greater detail in the third part of this section, Constructing the Questionnaire.

2. Wording of Questions and Responses

There are several considerations to keep in mind when writing the questions

for a participant follow-up questionnaire.:. Questions should be simple, clear,” and
i ; i

“easy to understand, and should avoid the use of technical language or other jargon.

~ r

They should have a defined scope and should not seem vague to the respondent.

Quest ions' should also be objective and not make the respondent feel that there is

4
]

a preferred answer.

Some examples illustrating a few of these major concerns are shown below.

Example 7: No technical language or jargon.

4) "In the weeks since you left the CETA program, how many weeks
were you unemployed?"

B): "In the weeks since you left the CETA program, how many weeks
were you not working?"

——

In Question A, the term "unemployed" is used. Most respondents will probably
treat the question as asking them when they were "not working', but some respon-
dents may understand it td mean ''not working and looking for work." Consequently,

respondents may answer the question from two eﬁégszEtives. Question B eliminates

this possibility.




Example 8: Defined scope, not vague. .
) A) "Why did you enroll in the CETA program?"
— BY '"What was your main reason for emrolling in the CETA program?" ’
rd

Essent:ia;lly, Questions A and B ask for the same information. ' However, . *
Question B narrows the scope of the question to one primary reas;g which focuses
the respondent's recollection and is easier for the interviewer to reco;d than ™

¥ séveral contributing réasons. ’ "

~ [y

Example §: .Simply phrased.

A) "What were your starting and final hourly wage rates for this job?2"

B) "What was your Starting hourly wage rate for this job?"
, "What ,was your final hourly wage rate?"

Questions which are short and straighfforward are easfer to follow than longer

ones.  1In some cases, as in Example 9, this may mean asking two simple questions . - -

instead of one more complicated one.

-

Example 10: Objective. ,

o A)  "You haven't been lookiné for work every week since you left your %
last job, have you?" .

B) "Have you looked.for work every week sinceryou left your last job?"

. ) Questions should be phrased as objeCti;ely as possible. While question A - A
‘has an obvious slant, thére,may be instances where the slant is more subtle.

. Concerns about question wording may vary depending on the survey'ﬁethod.
&

>

Questions need to bé very short and very simple when read over the telephone. In

‘a personal interview, questions can be longer and more detailed as the respondent

’

can see the interviewer's facial expression and make eye contact during the inter-

. " ' ,
view. On a mail survey, the language used for questions must be extremely basic,

although questions™may need to be longer in order to contain sufficient explanation

” v

or instructions to allow fpr a response in the absence any assistance from an
! 3 .

Q " interwiewer. \ ‘ -
) ' . 4 -48-
[]
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Other concerns in structuring a mail questionnaire are question. format and

- « kY

the wording of response choices. In any survey instrument, que;tions should be

easy to read and should be clearly dis¢inguished from the other text. This is
particularly crucial in the mail questionnaire. Questions must be clearly B
deéignaged and tecEPiques, such as capitalization or underlining of key points,

used when appropriate and possible,.as in Example 11.

Example 11

A)  "What was the best thing about the CETA program?" "

B) "What was the BEST thing about the CETA program?"

- - .
[}

3

WQrdidg of response choices in fixed response questions is primar{ily a con-

’

cern in questionnaires sent through the mail. Whereas response choices in tele-

phone and personal visit questionnair®s can include technical terms, or abbrevia-

s —_—

tions:\ahil questionnaire response choices must be as clear and easy' to under-

- P ~
stand as rhe questions themselves. ..For example, one response under the question

e el .~

=

"How did you.fiad olt ébout the first job you held after leaving the CETA program?”,
+ Y v . -

might be the listings maintained by the local State Employment Security Agency,

Y

often referred to as the "employment service" or "job service" by professionals in
v

the employment and training system. Howevér, among CETA program participants ang

the éublic generally, this office may be referred to as the "unemgloyment of fice." .

-

I

On a mail questionnaire, it is advisable to use both alternatives. : >
Example 12 R ' .
"How did.you find out about the first job you held after leaving the CETA
program?" . .
Telephone: 1 = Employment Service/Job Service

Mail: 1 = State Employment Security Agency (Unemployment Of fice)
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7 of the number of weeks they spent in different activities.

.
-

B. Tracking Participants' Post-Program Activities

E

The issues of wording and format are general considerations in questionnaire

- ¢

design; but a more specific concern to prime sponsors involves the mQQE efficient

and effective method of tracking and recogding post—program labor market and related

activities. This section will discuss several approaches to documenting how a

respondent's time was allocated Yover the post-program period. A summary of three
techniques for tracking activities over the follow-up period is presented in Table

e .

To obtain data describing terminees' activities continuously for the entire

v

follow-up period, it is necessary to determine the total number of weeks in which
the individual was engaged in each of the followi;g:

o Working,

o Attending School,

o ~ Attending a Training Prograum, ; - - -

o Serving in the Armed Forces, and -

4 Not working, attending schoglMor training, or serving in the
Armed Forces.

These five categories do not digtinguish between the weeks a participant was
6 .
unemployed or was out of the labor fQrce. Generally, survey respondents have a

difficult time distinguishing between being unemployed and being out of thé labor
2 2
force. "As a result, it may be more practical to simply identify the weeks the

.
v

réspondent was not working.
: The %irsc method for tracking ppst-érogram activities is the fastest method;
the inéérviewer asks the respondent to estimate the duQESr of weeks spent in each
of the activities noted above. This approach requires agm;nimal number of questions

and is‘therefore probably the simplest and ledst costly data collection method. The

i

key drawback is that respondents are generally not able to give consistent estimates
8 . )

t




1)

2)

3)

Table 3-2:

Techniques for Tracking Post-Program

Technique

Asking respondent to
estimate number of weeks

spent. in different activities

over the entire follow-up
period

Asking respondent to .
estimate number of weeks
spent on each job held
during the follow=-up period
and weeks not working

between jobs

activities
Advantages Limitations
o Simple o Difficult for respondents
o Requires few to estimate weeks spent
questions in activities over the
) Takes the least entire follow-up period
amount of time .0 Respondent's estimates
are often inaccutate
o Easier for respon- o Very confusing for in-
dent to estimate dividuals with more than
weeks on eaeh_job two jobs
than total weeks: o  Still requires respondent
working - to estimate weeks on the
) Gathers job related job ) '
information simply
for those respondents
with one'or two jobs
0 Leads to more accurate

Continuous. Work History Table o

information than the
first technique

Provides organiza- o
tional tool for
sequentially tracking
and recording all

pos t-program

"activities from date

of interview backwards
to date of termina-
tion' «

Relies on estimates Of
dates rather than
number of weeks

S

Requires more time
and training for inter-
viewers to learn to use

. the table




A second approach is to collect information about each individual job held in

the follow-up period. Attention is focused upon the length of employment, the details

of each job, and time spent between all jobs. Because it asks the respoudeug‘fgiJ

[

information job by job, this method may result in more accurate data than the first
method. Respondents may find it easier to estimate the number of weeks on one job

than the t:o;&]i. weeks on all jobs in the follow~up period.

+

There are two disadvantages of this approach. First, for individuals who have

‘held more than two jobs since leaving CETA, the interview may become confused as they

attempt to sort out the number of weeks spent on each job. Second, this apﬁroach,
"

like the .one mentioned above, requires that respondents estimate the number of weeks
spent working or mot working which has proved difficult in the past,

A third technique for tracking participants' post-program activities is to us;
a Continuous Work History Table. This table, currently being utilized in the

Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey, was designed to address some of the short-

.
- — = " J— -~

comings of the approaches already presented by providing an organi;éd format for
cateloging post-program activities. An example of this format is provided in
Figure 3-1.

o .

To avoid confusion over exactly when the post-program per}od began (the date
of program completion and the official date of termination may not be the same), the
intéfviewér begins by ask}ng respondents about their current activity. This.is
followed by a\égigg_seriég of qués&ions which gathers summary information about the
activity. If the respondent is working, attending school or a training program, the
interviewer asks for name of the company or school, and where itigs located. .Those
who are working are also asked to identify their job title. Finally, respondents .
(including those who were not working or attending a school or training program),
are asked when they started the activity, when it ended, and what they did just ’
before that particular activity, The series of questions is then teﬁéated; this time

directed at the activity immediately before the one just described. In this manner,

the interviewer can trace all the respondent's post-program activities’' from the time

52~ -
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| SMTWTPF S Figure 3-1: Continuous Work History Table Vo
Ao Q ”
12345 -
57 8 9. 101112 SEFOPE STARTING: (CYcle the dats the termines ended the CETA program and today's
131415161718 19 . date on the calemdar at left. Work backwards on the calendar
%g g %g gg 28 25 26 coverirg the entire tims period as you £ill cut the chart below)
MAY SZCTION II: SUMMARY POST-PROGRAM EXPERITMCE
N .
A5 67 ; § 130 "Now I would like to find out what you have been doing since ending your CETA program, that
is between (dats ended last program) - and now. I would like
}; ig ;g %‘I ;; ;g g stazyt by asking you about what you are doang now, and then ask you a series of questions e (
25725 27 28 29 3¢ 31 about your ‘ft.tvid‘: during the past few months. :
JXUNZE sess 7 6A. *Which of ):n.,e9nowxuq activicies are you doing currently?” (Read 5 Activities to
Respondent °
891011121314 .
1515 1718 19 20 21 Activicy Coda Activities
ggﬁ 24252627 28
, 1 - Working
JuLy 2 =  Acttending School ™~ GO TO QUESTION 7 (Xn Chart)
12345 3 =  Attending e Training Proqra.n/
67 839101112 4 s  Serving in the Armed Forces ’
13141515 1718 19 . - B . '
2021 2223 24 25 2 $ None 0f These =GO TQ QUESTION 11 (In Chart)
27 28 23 30 31 68. “Befora that, which of the following activities weze you doing?” (Read 5 Activities
AUGUST 1 2 to Raspondent)
34567839
01U 1213181516 Acciviey Code Aceivicies
Tpsadna L o vorking ' )
2 5 23 2‘7 2828 3 2 = Atzending School \co TO QUESTION 7 (In Chart) -
SERTEMSER 3 = Attending A Training ?Progran — _
1 23 45°6 4 =  Serving in the Armed Forces
B B #ﬂgﬁg—:ii%;g—g- o, s - Nom} of These )oo 0 QUESTION 11 (In Chart)

— [ R N T T T - - - - T T T T T M
An8U25252. ( REPEAT QUESTIONS 6B THPOUGH 12, AS APPLICASLE, UNTIL THE ENTIRE POST-PROGRAM PERIOD
239 3 IS ACCOUNTED FOR) i :

OCO3ER y
5¢ 7 g g l::)fl ﬁuvizy 7.what {s the | 8.Where is it | (If Working) {(If Wszj‘.nq) u.m;.a 12 .When #
12131415 16 17 18 Code Company/ located? 9.%het doas |l0.What is/ did did of
1920 21 22 23 24 2¢ school tais Mobvtered  he NI R
- nane? cozpany Jjab tizle? begin?] stop?
-2627 2329 30 31 do? (G0 ™0
r;’OVEMi!iQ 1 - . : Q. 6B)
3 4567 8
1% 101112131415 ) \,, ‘RESENT
* 17 1319 2021 22 T
3242526 272828 )
2
DECEMER
123 456 3
78910111213 h]
4151617181320
2122 2324 2526 27 - 4)
2829 33131 ’
1681 5 .
SMTWTF S — v
+ JANUARY 6)
123 -—
4567 8810 .
111213141518 17 7 .
. 18192021 2223 24 .
2525 27 28 23 30 3t [a) ,
FEBRUARY
1234567 ’

13. Are any of these jobs "CETA jobs"? .

-
If Yes: Which ones? {Circle Tow nunmber)

1f: WORKING AT TIME ENDED PPOGRAM: GO TO SECTION IV
MARCH NOT WORKING AT TIME EMNDED PROGRAM: GO TO SECTION IIX
%0 JOB SINCE LEAVING CETA: GO TO SECTION VI

1 . : .
2 : =33, 62




" of 'the interview back to the point of departure from the CETA system.
A key feature of the Contimuous Wbrk History Table is that respondents are
asked for the dates they began and ended activities rather than the number of weeks
they were in the activity. Respondents may not always remember the exact dates, (f
but can csua;ly recall the month,‘aud whether or not it was the beginning or end -

of the month. By tracing time periods of activities on the calendar attached to

the table, the interviewer can readily identify gaps in activities or assist respon-
. . i

>

dents in remembering a date. The table also collects basic information ©on more
activities than employment. °

The Continuous Work History Table initially requires more time and training
S

«
.

for interviéwers to become familiar with it, and may seem more 1mpdsing at first

\than other approaches. However, it can provide the most organized and accurate -

data on participant post-program activities of any of the three methods.
¢

The Continuous Work History Table is generally considered too complicated for

R [ a

use in a mail survey. Another version of this® approach is shown in the mail survey
questionnaire it Appendix D, and consists of a page with a full calendar on which

respondents can circle the days spent in each type of activity{ This calendar can

be accompanied by a completed example which can serve as an illustration.
With the use of the Continuous Work History Table, prime sponsors can system-
atically trace how participants have allocated théir time during the post-~program

period. It will also be’ necessary to elicit select detailed information on the
10 )
nature of their activitfes. One approach is to collect detailed informatdon,about

each employment and non-employment activity during the follow-up perisa. While

° this approach is the most comprehensive, it is also the most complex to administer.

. Another approach is to focus data collection strictl§ on participant!i first

~ and last or current post-program labor force activities. While this app¥tach pre-

cludes the opportunity to measuqé'the non-economic performancg of programs, it does

Al

collect data on jobs which were held at significant goints during the follow-<up

period. Information on the first job held immediately after leaving the program gives
\ )

e




some meaSu:e of short-term benefits of participation. The current or last job held in

the follow-up period provides some indication of benefits gained over a somewhat
11 /

-

longer time period.

A third approach is to focus detailed data collection efforts around %he first:
1]
and current or last job, but~also include a minimal set of questions regarding any

other employment and non-employment experiences. Although this approach-is not a&a.

simple as the one above, it provides for both a more accurate estimate of post-

~ ?

program earnings and an assessment of the non-economic aspects of program performance.
. - '

-

Appendices C and. E contain follow-up questionnaires which correspond to the last two

alternatives.

A .

C. Constructing the Questionnaire

There are five broad concerns in questionnaire design which will be discussed

] >
in this section. -

o} The grouping of questions into sections;

o The sequencing of sections; . +
.

£> The writing of the text;

1

) The coding of responses to questions; and -

o General issues in the format and layout of the questionnaire.

.

1. Sequencing of Questioas

Onc éstions have beep, written in a clear and concise fashion, .they must be

04! ‘\
arranged so that the interé%&w can proceed smoothly and the respondent can focus on
. ] .

N -

the appropriate areas of concern or interest. The arrangement of t estions is

.

also importént in_that it may help to stimulate the respondent's memory of a parti-

Al
cular time or event. .

% : ’
R A first general principle is that questions should be arranged in some logical \

-

sorder. Usually, questionnaires are divided into sections by topic. For instance,

F
1]

f} ¥ ghe huestionnaire in.Appendix C is divided into the following'sections:
- ' - -

e .
LS Y <
. N
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t

)
1. Respondent’s View of the Program
II. Summary, Post-Program Experience ' *

III. For Respondents Who Were Not Working Prior to the First Job
. After CETA

32

. IV. Information on the First or Ouly Employer After CETA

V. Information on Current/Last Employer if more than one Employer
.After CEIA . '

Vi. For Respondencs Who Are Not Currently Working
13
Second, a series of questions which coverspactivities .spread over a long period -

of time can be arranged in chrondlogical or reverse—chronological order. Many people

5

find it easier to remeﬁber'things in chronological order. However, wihen the inter-

viewer is asking questions about activities which have occurred over a long period of

time, it may more effective to help respondents remember the details of their current
activity first,~and then work backwards: through the rest of the follow-up period.

This approach was adopted in'the Continuous Work History Table. .

12 ]
Another way of organizing questions is sometimes referred to as "funneling".

+
7

- t
Typically, this refers to arranging the questionnairé“so that more general questions

*

are asked first, followed by questions of increasi cificity. By asking ques-

tions in this order; the interviewer can gradually “row the respondent's focus.

~

2. Sequencing of Sections

When arranging the sections in a questionnaire, several points must be- kept in

-

mind. All questions of a sensitive nature, such as public assistance status, or-any

questions that the respondent may find particularly difficult~to answer, should come -
13

later in the questiomnaire. Once respondents begin answering some questions with

minimal trouble, they are more likely to finish all the questions. It may also be

helpful to ask the.participants' views and opinions of the program at the beginning
’ .

of the questionnaire. Thus, the interviewer shows that the respondents' views are

important and by doing so many enhance their sense of imvolvement.

© -
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. without assistance.

A final point is that sections must be organized so that the interviewer is
able to find the applicable sections quickl& and without sﬁhffling back and forth
through the questionnairé. This is of particular concern on a mail quescionnaire'
which must be organized to allow the respondents to locate the approﬁriace sections

3. Text of the Questionnaire

In addition to questions and responses, a substantial amount of other text is
necessary within a survey instrument. This text is of two types: script, which 4s

read by the interviewer to the respondent, (or by the respondent if part of a mail

hd L3

questionnaire); and instructions, which direct the incetviewer‘(or.the mail survey

respondent), in how to proceed through the survey. Generally, the scripﬁ provides

the interviewer with a standardized means for moving the interview from one set of
questions to another. It is very important to standardize the script phrases as

variation in individual interviewing techniques can introduce bias into the responses.

Script phrases provide a consistent mean$ for interviewers to introduce them-

-

. e . .
selves and the purpose of the interview, and to stress how "valdable" the respondent's

cooperation will be. Script phrases also enable the interviewer to shift the respon-

dent's focus from one topic area to another, as in Example 13.

Example 13 : ’

"Now I would like to ask you a few questions about the first job you held
after leaving the CETA program." ‘ .

~

v

Phases such as that in Example 14 can also create a sense of importance for a

set of questions.

1)
.

Example 14

"This next group of questions 1is very important. Please think carefully
before giving your answers." : . .

—

r



.
- .
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.
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In.additién, script phrases can help the respondent remember what was discussed

previously, which may help to answer the questions in a particular section. Th7

phrase in Example 15 repeats whiat the respondent said previously and also translates

~

-

+  the length-of time into a number of weeks.

[N

Example 15
- .
"You said that between leaving the CETA program and ~you ,did not
work, I would like to ask you a few questions about ‘that week
period." . ' .

- >

The other type of text is instruc%ions which are necessary for several reasons.
First, insfructions should be readily available to interviewers in case they become

2 confused, or are confronted with a particularly unique circumstance. Second, in-

»

n about which sections of the questionnaire are applic-

structions provide informati

able to the respondfnt, and direct the interviewer to the next section. Idstructions

4~i~&se—parcieularly important on a mail juestionnaire as they must provide for unassisted

. ‘ . ’

completion of the survey instrument. ‘

-
‘

To insure that instructions can be easily distinguishéd from the script of a
questionnaire, several approacﬁes are available. Written instructions can be pui in
ﬁarentheses, written entirely in uppercase or italics, or can be underlined. Another

techniqhe is to use symbols such as stop signs or flags to indicate what to do next.

.
»

If a prime sponsor has the gfaphics capability, questionnaire instructions can also

be color-coded.

-

One set of inmstructions of special concern is the 'skip pattern”. Usually, not

»

all questiéns in a survey apply to all respondents. The “skip pattern" instructions
indicate which questions are not applicable and should be "skipped". They also

direct the interviewer to the next applicable section. Sﬁip pattern instructions

] . .
should keep the interviewer or respondent moving ahead in the questionnaire, not
. leafing back through partially completed pages. In addition, skip pattern instruc-

tions are needed at the end of each section and after sorting questions such as those

o
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discussed earlier in this section. Such instructions are often written as a "g0 to"
statement. Arrows can also be used to provide a sense of movement or to actually

point at the next question as in Example 16.

Example 16 a

"Are you currently working?"

r

Yes (CONIjNUE) . No ~—) (GO TO Q. 14)

»
Mail quest{onnaires need extremely clear skip pattern instructions as the
< - )
respondent must be able to follow them without becoming lost or 'frustrated. In-
structions on a mail questionnaire may need phrases a bit more specific than

"GO TO Q. 14", such as those in Example 17.

Example 17 - L

PLEASE CONTINUE WITH THE NEXT QUESTION. - — -

PLEASE GO TO PAGE 4, QUESTION 16.

On a mail questidnnaire: the distinctions between script, insﬁ}uctions, and
skip patterns are dot as égonounced as they are on questionnaires read by a; inter-
viewer, because all are read by the respondent. However, questions and locations
for responses must be clearly identified to minimize the chan;e that respondents

will miss a questioh.or put their answers in'the wrong place.

4. Coding of Responses

When designing the questioﬁhaire, prime ;ponsors should kfep in mind how Ehey
will organize tﬁe data for processing purposes. If no computer fécilities are
avai}able, hand tabulations can be made directly from thé completed survey instru-
ments. If the data will be entered into a computer, Ehey must be coded.

There are two primary methodg for coding questionnaire responses. The first
is to transfer all data on the questioﬁhaire to co&ing sheets formated to resemble
the layout of a computer "punch” card. The data are then entered into the computer

[
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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‘Example 18 | ) ] N . : . L .

I -01 = CETA Agency . 5 i L L 05 = Friendsgor‘Refatives

b o 03 = Private Employment Agency . 07 =,0ther

' should check to see if it is already listed. 'When'the responses on this liskgare

* ended questiouns.

. . ,‘,
- ¢ . e

questionnaire bé“transierréd twice,~once to. coding sheets, anﬁ then to the computer, .

e

= &, .
ez <

LR o ¢ - o

increasing the potehtial for misreading and miscoding the data. fhe alternative is

. o 7

Co«incrude the coding Eormat on tbe questionnaire itself In this case4 data can*

.
r < .

N ‘:f be eutered directiy into ‘the computer from the questionnaire, eliminating the‘need

R T = o

! for dn intermediate step. Wl AT L SR

. i .
L <, .

» oy . ’ . < . . . .

S PRI oo cet . «“ W PR . . e
s~ 17, "Hoy did(youﬁfind about this job?"% . L <17 o A

. . . . R A ™ -

]

L :KOQ = Employment'Office/Job Service 66 Ansnered.Newspaper Ad

dé‘b Contacted Employer Directly . ..

Example 18 is an exgerpt from the questionnaire in Appendix C showing one way
, :

this can be accomplished. ‘The interviewer car enter the appropriate code number iato

the boxes at the right margin.’ The coding boxes are numbered to match the questions

to ninimiée confusion, and they are numbered over the top to correspond with the

. column numbers on & standard computer card.

. Coding techniques vary depending on the type of question. Fixed responses can

)

be given numbers which can then be filled iito the appropriate coding boxes. Open—

ended questions whieh require numerical responses, such as wage rates, are easy to

.

fill info a séb of coding bd&es. However,. open-ended questions, such as "What do you

think was the best thing about the CETA program”", cannot have predetermined /

responses.. For these open-ended questions, individual responses can berrecordedﬂfﬁ'
AY - A "

’ .

a list as the interviewing contimues. Before adding a response, the interviewer

y
. " .o, oy

numbered, a codipg appendix is created which can be used’to provide co&eé.ﬁor O?QDT.
- }a ". . . - .

IS
.

v
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5. Fotmﬁt and Layout of the Questionnaire

[N

_There are a few general issues which are important in questionnaire layout.

. First, there should be ample room for writing answers to open-énded questions, or
.( . < . .
for making notes in the margin. On a mail questionnaire, extra space can make the

. i : q;escionnaine look less compli;ated. Second, prime sponsors can have questionnaire

-~ f‘ ; KfoFmats reduced in size sb that more will fit on a page. However, reduced type can . ’
be more difficult to read. It may be wise to‘use regu}ardéize type on mail question-
naires so respondents Qill not have any trouble reading the questions. Finally, in-

denting questions or sections following a sorting question may make the skip pattern

easier to.follow, as in Example 19.

Z ‘ AN

: éiample }9 _
' 1. "Are you curreﬁtly workiﬁg?" ’
Yes ) ______-No (GO TO QUESTION 3) -
, 2.  "What is your job title?"
h 3. "Are you c;rrencly ;ttending school?" ‘
. TYes ! o No

-

If the answer to Question 1 is 'Yes', the interviewer proceeds to Question 2.

*

Otherwise, the interviewer proceeds to Question 3 which is indented’ the same as

-~

Question 1. o - v

IV. ORGANIZING THE FOLLOW-UP SURVEY - . °

Prime sponsors have considerable flexibility in organizing a follow-up opera-

tion. This section discusses two key topics relating to che follow-up operation

? N
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) The fufctional areas which must be addressed by a orime
sponsor if an efficient ongoing data collection Operation
is to be established; and ,

o The selection of an organizational approach to address these
functional areas.

Managing the Follow-Up Survey

To establish an efficient ongoing data collection operation, two key functional

areas must be addressed regardless of the organizational or operational approach

.

adopted by the prime sponsor. The first includes all aspects of the dataLfollection
effort which involve acceséing and using the prime sponsor management information

system, the major source of location and contact, personal characteristic and program

~ -

information. The second area involves all facets of coordinating and implementing
participant follow-up suEveys.

1. Identifying and Organizing MIS Information

The process of identifying and organizing participant MIS data has'three stages.
|

First, the appropr{fte MIS files must be iderdtified and accessed in a timely manner
so that surveys can proceed on a continuous basis accordlng to the standardized
follow-up schedule., Second, all MIS dat:‘;hich may be of use in the.participant
location_and contact process, such as home phone numbers and emplopers of job placed
terminees, must be readily accessible to the data collection staff. vihird, client
characteristic and program:informatlon needed to supplement the post-program labor
market data captured by the participant follow-up questionnaire must be identified
and organized. These MIS Jata must be organized so that they can be merged with the
follow-up information to form'one complete record which can identify particlpants.

-

with respect to their pre-program labor force history, demographic characteristics,

‘programs of participation, and post-program labor market activities. This process

-

of data collection and organization will depend, in part, upon the type of management

.

information system available.




Prime sponsors that operate manual MIS records will have to retrieve partici-
pant files by hand and arrange each participant's data set so that it can be physically
linked with the follow-up data. This may involve the use of a separate participant in-

" formation form to organize these MIS data elements. (A sample participant information
form is included in Appéndix F). Key data elemgncs must be transferred from the MIS
file to this form prior to any inte;view since the iocation and contact processAhinges
largely upon' the information contained in the MIS. In addition, it will be Qelpful
for the interviewers to review the participant’'s characteristics and pre-program and
‘pro§F§m hisfory so that questions can be asked in the most fully informed context.
érior~to the transfer of data, instructions should be developed to indicate
where each data element can be found in the manual MIS. Thi; cross~teference should
simplify and increase the accuracy*of the manual MIS data transfer. In addition, aA
time schedule for the transfer must be established so that data will be ava;lablg when
f?llow~u§ interviews are attempted. If a six month follow-up period is used, the
prime sponsor may arrange & scﬁ%&u}e in which the relevant MIS informati¢n is Graﬁé—
ferred durinéléhe third menth following termination, well ahead of the survey o
- schedule. o
If the prime sponsor has an autgmated MIS, the concerns are somewhat different -
than those for a.mdggél system. Initially, the data collectioé team fiust become
, 'familfar with computer printout records, lags ,in the automation schedule (time
~ necessary to automate a complete participanc file), and any data elements which ar;
\ noéfroutinely automated:‘—;; should also be igtermin;d if the procé A')'ll need to

rely upon manual back-up or supplementation. e

With an automated MIS, the data identification and thqﬂization task is largely

L d

-

one of computer programming. It may be comvenient to identify those data elements
to be included in the follow-up data base and write a separate file in the' computer

system. Post-program data can then be added to the file. This process must stay

. L4 _—
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.officer, counselor or other appropriate staff person. More often, however, incon-

well ahead oé the survey schedule. Printouts containing pefsonal contact information
and select parciciganc characteristics and program dnd pre-program histories must be
generated se that the survey schedule can proceed accofaing to the standardized
follow—up period. ®
Whether manual or*automated, MIS problems will inevitably arise with respect

to the availability, accuracy, and consistency of the data. Occasionally, questions

or inconsistencies can be resolved by ngtng an indiwvidual case back to the MIS

sistencies or gaps in the data must serve as a basis for future improveﬁencs in
record~keeping practices by contipually underscoring the imporci;éf of an accurate
data base and pointing out exactly where problems keep recurriné.

-

2. Coordinating and Implementing Participant Follow-Up Surveys

Th? coordinacien and'implementation of participant follow-up surveys entails

'

the. timely orchestration of various tasks all within the constraints of a uq%form

post-program follow-up period. Inevitably, ‘the standirdized follow-up period will

vary as a result 3f obstacles encountered in the location'and contact process. How-
ever, from a methodological as well as organizational perspective, it is important

“to adhere as closely as possible to the designa:ed follow-up schedule

b 4

Methodologically, the follow-up time schedule is crucial since the length of

1

Eime participants spend in the labor market affects measurements of their post-pro-

: » y 48
. gram income and employjent experiences.. Therefore, a standard follow-up schedule

-

must be adbered co so that program and population subgroup comparisons can be made
ke

fairly, based upon equivalent post—program exposﬁre to the labor market. Organiza-
) ) .

tionally, the uniform follow-up ‘period is important so that an efficient routinized
N L] '

data collection operation can be fully established. Once serious lags develop in

’

the schedule, a "ripple" effect tends to occur so-that each successive month it

becomes increasingly difficult for the prime sponsor to "catch up" and return to
16
the ppoper timetable.

~64~"




[ 4 .
Several important tasks must be ilmplemented within an ongoing data collection

schedule. First, interviewer work schedules must be organized and scheduled with

flexible hours and shifts to insure sufficient locg;ion and contact success. These

- schedules must also.allsw for variations in activity level during peak and slack

periods, reflecting terminations which havelbccurred in waves or clusters rather than
at a constant rafe.

Secdnd,'locgfion and contact strategies must ?e determined and implemented.
This entails the monitoring of various contact approaches with respect to time
required, cost-effectiveness, and practicality. )This information can then be used
td make judgegeﬁts regarding future strategies. All mailiﬁgs to ge sent as part of
the locatiomn ;rocess must be scheduled and coordinated. Thes; mailings will ‘include
introductory notification letters informing participantﬁ'of the upcoming survey, and,
for prime sponsors using a mail survey, the shes;ionnaire.

A final task associated with the operatiog of participant foliow—up surveys is
the implementing and supervising of all data YJuality control activities. At a
minimum, these activities shogld include monitoring the aécuracy, completeness, and
internal consistencysof évery questionnaire.

A high degree of organization and attention to detail will have both immediate

and longer-term benefits. ‘f% the short run, a routinized data collection operation

_will minimize any strains on existing prime sponsor staff resourced. In the long

run, the attention to detail will pay off in termms of a cleaner, more accurate, and

more usable follow-up data base.

B.-Organizing a Data Collection Operation

Although various hpproaches can be adopted to create and organize a local
follow-up system, the ultimate choice depends on the availability of prime sponsor

financial and staff resources. -One major de{gsion prime sponsors must make is
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whether to have their data collection activities conducted in-house or through

outside contractors, such as colleges, universities, and survey research consulting

firms. A similar decision must be made regarding the responsibility for data

analysis and report writing. Prime .sponsors must consider advantages and drawbacks
of both in~house and contracted services in relation to their internal resources

"when designing a follow-up system.

@ v

.Conceptually, opéerating a follow-up system in-house increases the likelihood

that the operation will become a permanent organifational feature of the prime

- o

sponsor. The visible presence of an in-house system may tend to enhance the sense
of ownership. of aﬁd interest in the follow-up system, thus improving the chance

that it wiil be relied upon for constructive inputs into the prime sponsor decision-
making process. 4

,

- Operationally, the most significant advantage of an in-house folloy-up system
- I » ~ *

. .

is that staff will be familiar with program objectives, deliveéry agents, and opera-
tional practices. This experience‘is helpful in the identification agd resolqtioé
of any MIS questions, particularly those related to the nature, type, sequence, or
duration of program activities. A high level of/insight'ilso'enables the i?terviewer
to assist the respondent in focusing upon the appropriate gime period-%nd sec‘of
activitiés, and decreases the chance that a m;sgndepstanding or misinterp;etation of
a quesﬁzon or response will occur. From an analytical perspective, ;n ehhanced under-
standing of program objectives and operations increaseslthe.likelihood that program
effectiveness will be accurately judge&. ,

! A prim fyldisadvahtage'of thé?in-house approach is that it is potentially
disrugciv to ?xiscing prime sponsor operations. Not only does this activity g:;re—
sent a ney addition to overall staff work, but it requires a level of flexibility

]

///«\Yhich . pose an added’strain on prime sponsor operations. Specifically, since
/’ AN o ) ) e
much of the interviewing is done after 5:00 p.m. and. on Saturdays, staff and office

facilities must be available at these hours. Also, the variable nature of the in-

terview schedule over the course of a fiscal year hinders the establishment of

perm?nenchvork assig&mentsa

%
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1 In contrast, an ogtslde resource is more likely to have the flexible part-

time staff needed to accomodate the variable schedules éssoc;ated with a data

[y

collection operation and have access to resources such as telephones; office space,

and computer facilities. In addition, the overall credibility of the study is

-

. .
generally enhanced when more "objectﬁye" outside parties are used. Although this

~ issue is mosE‘relevant in terms of the analysis, thére is a degree Lo which it
applies to the data collection efforts as well. qés‘ et
-

v. CONTACTING AND INTERVIEWING FORMER CETA £ARTICIPANTS

This chapter has focused upon organizational and deve}opmehcél issues which
require consideration prioi«to the actﬁal collection Qf éollow—up data; The
followiﬁi discussion is more operatiomnally orientéd and flocuses upon the process
of contacting and interviewing former CETA paréicipants.\ Specifically, this
section reviews techniques and strategies for eliciting accurate, useful responses
from participants. These discussions are pri&arily concerned with the contactiﬁg.

and interviewing‘process associated with telephone and personal®visit interviews,

although the operation of mail siirveys is also‘feviewed. >

A. Locating’Former Participants ® N

Rates of response are affected by factors which characterize individual prime

-
.

sponsors; such ;s their size and location, the accuracy and completeness of the

. iocal management information system's records, progﬁpm and participanc.cﬁa?acteriscics, ’
and surrounding labor market conditions.- There are, howevér;>v£rious search pfoce—
dures which'genqrally apply to a wide varigcy of circumstances. Ipese include the
yse of introductqry hocification letters, original calls and callbacks, local

' L
directories, direct mail methods, and the use of outside resources such as employers,.

17

relatives, and program operators.
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1. Introductory Notificatibn Letters

»
-

Before any foliow—up intervieys are attempted, it is important to formally

notify respondents.of the survey through an introductory letter. This letter should

inform the Fespondent of the upcoming interview, stress key parameters of the follow-

up story, and highlight thexvo;uncarx and confidential nature of the interview. In

doing so, the letter should establish the credibilicy of the follow-up operation with

‘potential respondents and ehhance the likelihood that they will participate in the

shrvey. Two sample leéter? ate presénced in Appendix‘G.

Et‘The mailing of introductory letters is also the first step in the participant
location process. It provides a mechanism to both judge the accur;cy of participant’
addresses on file and facilitate future search pro;edures. First, letters returnéé\

as undeliverable identify the first group of participants who will be difficult to

[ .

locate. Second, when coupled with use of the U.S. Postal Service address correction.

service, the notification process can insure that all fotwarding addresses are

obtained for those individuals who have moved since enrollment. " Subscribers to this
-, ¢4

service receive a card from the Postal Service noting the new add&ess and the date

tHe addreg% change was submitted. The subscriber is only Ehafged for successful «
tracking attempts. Third, business reply postcards can be included with the intro-
ductory letter, asking terpinees who received the letter to fill in their current

address ané phone number and return the card. A sample stiness reply card- iseshown

-

in Appendix G. . .

2. Original Calls and Callbacks

Generally, the initial interview'cail shot}d’ﬁéﬁéttgmpced between 4:00 p.m.
and 8:00 p.m., a time when many respondents are likely to be arriving home from work.
For those contacted, the interview shouldube conducted immediately., If it is not
convenient for the respondent to complete the interview at that ti;L, arrangements

~ I
should be made to call again at a more convenient time. When terminees are not

initially contacted, they should be called back for a few aipsecucive evenings. If

+ "68"
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contact is still not made at that point,-calls should be made at various times during

the day. If a participant works the same hours each day, attends class, or has a
habit of not being at home during particular hours, callbacks which occur at the Same
time each day will rarely lead to a contact. After five to ten days, an alternative

contact approach should be attempted. '

3. The Use of Directories i ) '

Perhaps the most useful altermative approach is the use of directory listings

~

which are available in many forms. .

o Local directory assistance usually has current telephone numbers,
although it may take as much as a week for a changed or new.
number to be registered with directory assistance. -

o} The local telephone book may list other individuals with the same
last name.’ When practical, a call to the other numbers listed
under the same last name may yield new information about a
difficult-to-contact participant.
0 - There are directories which cross-reference individuals by name,
address, and telephone number. These references can be used to
both update or check a telephone number or locate neighbors who -
N may have useful information. They are gemerally published
o annually or biannually and are, available from private firms on
' a comiercial basis.

Prime sponsors are advised to use all these methods.
4, Direct Mail Methods ’ C s o

ot

A direct mail method can be used for any particiﬁant,féf whoﬁﬁfﬁe initial
N -

_notification letter was not returned, but for whom telephone contaGt cannot be made

due to unpublished, changed, or disconnected telephone humbers, In such cases, a

second letter is seQSQEmphasizing that interviews are underway but that, to date, no

.
Ry

. accurate telephone nufiber for the respondent has treen found. This follow-up letter

.

should refer to-t g&rst letter and restate the purpose of the interview and its °

confidential natuﬁﬁf It should include a business reply postcard requesting a
current name, address and telephone number, and a-convenient time to conduct the
interview. The letter stfould also provide a telephone number which can be called

to arrange or conduct an interview, and should note the hours when return calls can

be made and whether collect calls will be accepted.

o~
CoN
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5. Other Information Sources

~

In addition to callbacks, directofies, Qnd direct mail, several other\search
prqcedﬁres are availablé.. These fall into the following general categories:

0 Using job plaeement and other post-program information,

o Contafting friends and relatives, and

o\ Using‘p;ime sponsor records other tﬁan MIS files.

For job pféced‘terminees, the local MIS can be used to obtain the name, and
telephoﬂe:numbe: of their employers. By contacting the firm, it may be possible to
speak with the participant to arrange an interview, or to leave a name and telephone
number for tﬁe'pgrticipant t6 call. Even if thg participant is no lon;Lr employed

.‘ ~ oy . -~
' with the firm, the personnel office or another employee may have some information

»

about how the participant can be contacted with a forwarding address of either a new

residence or a new job. When appropriate and available, schools or trainiqg programs

- - . .
’ listed in the MIS can also be contacted either to arrange an interview or to obtain

a current name, address and telephone number’. .
| i ’
If the prime.sponsor routinely records an emergency telephone number on the
participant's MIS record, it may be possible to contact friends or relatives who can

help in the location process. They may know a new phone number, times the individuél

L

can be reached at home, or even a new name or a spouse'é name in the event of a recent
change in marital statuéf‘
Prim; sponsor records other than the MIS are another potentigl source of con-
tact information. For instance, the financial records un;t may have -the latest
\addgesses, especially when the prime sponsor mailed a final stipend paywent after the

particiant left the program. In additiom, the subcontractor through which the par-

ticipant received services or a counselor may have a current address.

-

A - :
. J




The choice and pursuit of various location procedures must always be” sensitive

to issues of privacy and confidentiality. For ‘instance, if participants have given

an emergedE? telephone of a friend or relative, all other equally\viable approaches

»

should be tried first. While cooperation is generally not a problem,vféspecc for

the privacy of the participant, friend, relative or employer is a concern which the

v

prime sponsor must clearly convey to the data collection staff. - .o .

[N
v

B. Conducting the Follow-Up Interview

The quality of follow-up data depends partly upon the training and experience\
- ¢

.

of staff interviewers. Therefore, it is important for the prime sponsor {o pravide
a level of training to insure that interviewers are well veréed and comfoétagle with
standard interviéwing tecpniques. As part of this training, new intervie;ers should
listen to experienced interviewers conduct actual interviews, and then conduct motk

interviews. These mock interviews should be structured to incldde various combina-~-

tions of poét-program activities, different “levels of respondent‘coép;ration and

’

understanding, and terminations from various programs. ,
Although most of the interviewer training must take place in advance of the

figstﬁphbne‘call, an ongoing trainini componeit should\als& be established. This

will_allow interview;rs to share anecdotes and‘discuss,teChniques so that all may

benefdt from increasing levels of experience. .

Some basic interview techniques and appfoaches which should be routinely in-
N ~

» > 4

cluded in interviewer trafhing are: ‘ 7“‘*\~\T
'o Getting the ﬁarticipant to respond,
o Usiné the survey lnstrument properly,
o List:er;ing to the lje8pondent:, and ,

. 18
o Probing for a more accurate or complete response.
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N 1. Gettding the Participant to Respond

bl
. Althyd%h experience indicates that most terminees are willing to be interviewed,
there are several instances in Vhicﬁ they may be reluctant to participate in a survey.

faat
The interviewgr's response will depend upon the specific situation. First, the par-

Il ticipant may have been contacted at an inconvéni;nt time. If so, the interviewer
should arrange another time.to complete the interview. Second, individuals may be
confused about their CETA experience, especially if they participated in shorc—germ
job search assistance or OJT programs which they ma; not have known were CETA

"affiliated. In these instances, the interviewer, using the ;pecific programmatic
profile on the participant's MIS records (exact program name, dates of participation,
etc.), can attempt'co jog the respondefE’S memory b} piecing together the individual's
exp?rience.

R Some participants may be hefitanc for less ssecific reasons. I; these cases,
interviewers sﬁould explain three points concerning the interview. First, they should
stress that the interviews are generally brfef. If a questionnaire such as the éne in

Appendix C is used, on average, between 7 and 12 minutes is required for completion:

Second, interviewers can note that all information is confidentigl and used onlyiin

statistical summary form, not in a form that can identify specific individuals. Third,

4 i interviewers can explajn why follow-up studies are necessary to provide a basis for
L, A - “ ’
" program improvements. o ) o
o .
. . 2. Us&\xg the Survey Instrument Properly” !

Generally, questions in'the survey instrument should be straigh;for@ard hnﬁ not
subject to'intervie&er bias, or misinterpretati?n by the respondent. fhey should be
asked exactly as worded to insure both th; desireé focus of the response and con-
sistency acrpss’intervigws. Efforts should be made to avoid hinting at presumed

responses and making offhanded comments that could infldénce_é‘respondent'g answer.

N .
-~

'Y
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In.addil:ion to using the proper wording for each question, the interviewer must
properly use all "applicability criteria”. A questionnaire designed to record a full
range of pgst-proéram experiences contains more sections and questions than may be
applicabl[e to any oee respondent. Interviewers need to learn which sections apply to
various situations to insure tha; all pertinent data is captured. ‘ .
> " 3. |Listening to the Respondent

~

The importance of continuously lis‘t:ening to the respondent cannot be over

’ .
emphasized. Interviewers must listen to respondents even while recording a response /
because even a brief statement or comment may indicate that the participant misunder-
stood the question or that the int:e;vie'wer misunderstood the afxswer. Additionally, /

interviewers should not interrupt respondents except when they stray from the topic //

. ’

of the question. An attempt.,by the interviewer to paraphrase or summarize an in-

complete answer can lead to inadequate levels of detail and inaccurate data. /

'

4, Probing for a More Accurate or Complete Response ' . ,
/.

When the respondent S answg’r is not cléar, or indicates that the questio:} was’
b )

misunderstogd, further probes are necessary to obtain accurate answers. Several
general approaches to probing are discussed below.
\ -

o ‘Repeidting the Question

N 14

Oftel the respondent may not understand a question, may misin-

terppet it, may not be able to decide upon an answer, Oor may,

wander off on an unrelated topic. In such instances, the first
and¥most effective step is to repeat the question. Many

respondents may not have fully heard the question the first v
time’ or may have missed the question's emphasis. Simply repeat-

ing the question may be all that is necessary to obtain a more

accurate respomnse.

o] Repeating € he Response

" .
Tt may be useful for, the interviewer to adopt the habit of
repeating the respondent s answer word for word as it is
recorded. This acts as a check so that the respondent knows
precisely what is being recorded, and provides an opportunity
to validate or double-check the answer. In cases where the
answer is clearly off track, simply repeating the answer in a
unbiased ‘manner may help the respondent sense the in-

neutral
appropéateness of the response. .




o

-"What do you mean?".

Probing for Further Clarification  *

3

When tepeating the question or the tespoﬂse does mot seem to
clarify the issue, further probes are required. Such probes
should indicate that the interviewer is interested and desires
more, information. For instance:

"Could yds’;élljme more about what you are thinking?"

"Would ygu‘tell me what you have in mind?"

. “Which -would be closer to the way you feel?"

-
3

"Why do ‘you feel that way?" .-

v

The interviewer kno&s the objective of the question, the respon-

dent ddes not’

Successful probing of the sort described here

requires that the interviewer recognize when a response does not
.meet the objective of the question.

Probing for Further Aceuracy aud Precision

Instances may arise when it is apparent to the interviewer that
a more precise response may be possible through'the use of prob-
. ing after the initial 4question and answér. The following con-

. versation is a brief example of this approach:

#

Question:

Apswer:

#Probe:

Atswer:

..

" Probe:

Answer:
[4

Interviewer:

- T
"What wa§ your starting hourly wage rate?”

'"Less than $4.00."

+
"Oh, about $4.00."

"I see. Would you say it was more than $4.00 or
less than $4.007"

" "Well do you think it was ‘more than $3.757" "

>
"Oh yes, it was $3.90." '

(As $3.90 is being recorded) "Oh, 0.K., Very Good."

s

Silence or "I Don't Know'" Responses

[} .

The interviewer should not assume that when a question is met with

silence or by -the respdudent saying "I don't know", that the i
respondent in faét does not know. There are several possibilities

to be gomsidered in §uch a situation. « -
‘ .‘ _\K \ . 3
o The respondent does not understand the questiou, .
s

0 The respondent nequiresrsome tbme to think and says "I don't
know" to buy time, or’,

) The~respondent has an answer to the question but does not*
want to give it and wishes to evade the question. -’ -

v 83 .
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\ In these cases, it may only be necessary to repeat the questionm,
offer more time to think about it, or offer to return to the
question later. If it becomes clear that the respondent does
not want to answer, the interviewer must quickly determine what
level and type of probing may be constructive without alienating
the respondent. In such circumstances it may be appropriate to
remind the respondent of the confidential nature of the inter-

A  view. . -

VI. QUALITY CONTROL AND DATA PROCESSING

~
LY

For the telephone/personal visit surveys, each interviewer should thoroughly
[

’
-

For open-

‘ -
The accuracy

review the questionnaire immediately after the interview is completed.

ended questions, 3 code will have to be assigned to each response.

. of this ceding can be increased if it is done while the interview is still fresh

&8 3
in the interviewer's mind. Even for fixed response questioms,

°

a review of the

[ 4 '
responses soon after the interview makeg it easier to detect any errors. Another
advantage of. ifmmediate checkings is that, if inconsistencies exist or questions

-

arise, the respondent can be called again.for clarification.

[

! Once the questionnaire is correctly coded, it should be reviewed by an in-

diuidual in a supervisory position. This second stage of checkings should focus

- -~y
on, the overall ccmpleteneﬁw&iﬁﬁrinternal consistgncy of the questionnaire. There

2

@mzalg,;: , are various cgﬂﬁ%:tency checks' which can be made on a questionnaire.
e’

*
PR

-l

b PR

“@re e ’
For instance,

— .0_4"5

the dates began and ended jobs should all be consistent, the” number of jobs held in,

.
o

E&m
the follow-up period should be the same as the number of jobs listed, and the start-
ing and final hourly wage rates on any job should bear some relationship to each
other. It is also crucial to check and insurge that ail coding bcxes'&re filled in

" and proper use made gf the "missing value" codes to distinguish a question which is

>

"not applicable" from one in which the respondent "does not know" or "refuses to
~ . . , " )
answer." - : - ) .- :
v . L
R . . . w=75=
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. well as the more sophisticated internsl consistency checks which are too time-con~-

) suming .to gerform.byrhand.

o

Another issue of concern for telephone and personal'visit interviews is

. - -
i .
verification that interviews were actually conducted. For telephone interviews

conducted in a centralized, well supervised locatdon, verification should not be

a maibr~concern. For telephone interviéws not conducted at a centralized location
., . e . i i
(e.g. at the interviewer's home), and for .personal visit interviews, verification

- [y

-

of a-five to ten Ee;cenc sapplé'%s recommended. - ' .

In a majl survey, an interviewer or gtaff.pérﬁon must review and code each
quesﬂlonnaire as it is returned. This step proyides aﬁgbpportgpicy to check the
responses for completen?ss énd consistency prior to prag?ssing‘ige data, although,

practically, the respondént carnot be reached ,to clarify ‘any inconsistencies.
. . xS
If the prime sponsor uses computer facilities to process and statisticallyt

=

,analyze the follow-up data, more extensive edit checks should be undertaken prior

[y . - '

’

to using the data for repért wf;ting. Additional editing and quality -control proce-

dures can be established which take_advantage.of the automated data processing

cépabilicy. In addition to uncovering coding, keypunch .and data entry format errors,
3 ¥ '

this process should also provide range checks on the responses to each question as

N

v

%
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER THREE :

1. Thosge who' did not respond the first time were sent a mailing two weeks
later. .

2. It 45 unclear if this is reflective of legitimate scheduling conflicts
which could not be resolved or simply a way of refusing the Ynterview.

" 3.. For the purposes of comparing the survey methodologies, a rather complex
codipg scheme was necessary, to convert mail survey results to a format
. consistent with the telephone and pergonal interview data. Some of the
data quality problems may have resulted from this coding procedure but
.. certainly not frequently enough to account for the vast disparity.

<. 4. The cost figures do not include the time of supervisory personnel who
were managing the entire operation. .

\
-

5. If che.categorized approach were used /(Option B), it would be impossible
to determine, for instance, how many individuals worked exactly 7 hours

per week. ! . .

6. To be classified as "unemployed", an-individual is not working for pay’
but is looking for and available for work. A person who is "out of the
labor force" is not working for pay and is either not }ooking for or not
available for work. . : M

7. The current population survey (CPS) asks respondents to recall if non~
working meerrs of the household lookéd for work during the four weeks

. immediately preceeding the interview week. Despite this short recall
. period, a national study recently presented evidence that the data result-
¢ ing from the CPS are not fully able to distinguish between individuals who
are unemployed and those who are out of the labor force. See: Clark, Kim
. B. and Lawrence H. Summers; "Labor Market Dynamics and Unemployment: A
‘ Reconsideration;” Broobings Papers on Economic Activity; 1979: 1, pp. 13-
. . 60. N §

.

8. An examination of the data collected as part of the Region One Follow-Up
System shows that estimates of total weeks do not appear to be consifstent
with dates estimated for the same time period. Checks for internal con- .
sistency indicate that the dates are generally more accurate.

9. This table is currently being utilized by the Region One Follow~Up Syscém
and- is included in the questionnaire in Appendix'c.

10. This would.have already been accomplished had the Continuous Work History
- Table collected detailed rather than .overview.information ony each activity.
This approach was field tested by Westat, Inc. during the development of
* the CLMS survey instruments, and was found to be a less effective method of
gathering data. :
-~
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11. Recent expérience in Massachusetts has shown that over ninety-six percent
of more than three thousand former CETA participants contacted and inter-
viewed six months after &efmingtion held two or fewer jobs., Thus, collect-
ing informdtion on only .two post-program jobs will both provide a virtually
complete picture of a participant's labor d@rket activity in the follow-up
period and allow. for approximation of post-program earnings. For those *
prime sponsors interested in this approach, it is important to clearly )
specify those data which will be collected. One possible list of useful
job related information is presented below:

. o  Job seeking methods
N ‘ o ° Starting pourly wage rate . . , 3
o Final or current hourly wag% ;ate,
o ‘ Hours worked per week * N .
) o} If no longer wo;king for employer, reason for leaving )

In addition ta.obtaining detailed information about the first and current
or last job in the folflow-up period, it will also be useful to collect
information about the labor market activities of participants who were
either not working immediately after leaving the program or who were not
- working at the follow-up interview. The period immediately after program
termination is of particular importance in gauging the immediate benefits
of CETA participation. While some period of job search is expected of
those individuals not job placed, information on the nature and extent of
job search activity can be qulte important.

It is reasonable to expect paPticipation in employment and training
programs to not only increase the level d®f their participants' skills,
but also to provide them with greater familiarity with the labor market
generally. If participants aré not working and not Seeking employment
immediately after program participation, this should be a matter of some
concern to prime sponsors, particularly if such an outcome is repeatedly
associated with one program activity to a greater degree than other
activities. Similarly, the employment Status of participants at the time
of the follow-up interview can also be an'important indicator of the

: extent to which particular programs Tesult in relatively more or less job
search activity by those who are not employed. ‘

For those former pdrticipants who are not employed either imMediately
after leaving the*program or at the time of the follow-up interview, the
following data elements could be included on the questiomnaire:

o Total weeks spent looking for work

— o Total weeks spent looking for work

o Reasons for no job search

. . =78-
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12. See: Gorden, Raymond L., Interviewing: Strategy, Techniques and Tactics;
| The Dorsey Press, Homéwood, Illinois, 1980; pp. 361-366.

13. For example, questions about personal or family income, or public assistance -
- status. .
“ . 1l4. It should be noted, however, that keypunchers generally have an easier time -
working from standardized coding sheets, which may reduce the propensity
for data errors.

. . * . '
15. This case will arise in those instances whes® the prime sponsor has decided
not to automate all data elements, as is typical for the details of the
pre-program work history.

16. 1If the prime spomsor trys to return to the proper time sche&ule, it will
often require a major staff effort which may be disruptive to other areas’
of operation.

17. For a complete discussion of location and contact strategies see: Furlong,
Dianne, A Guide to Locating and Contacting_Respondents for Follow-Up Surveys;
Massachusetts Department of Manpower Development; Policy and Evaluation
Division, June, 1981.

L

\
18. For a more complete discyssion of interviewing téchniques see: Gorden,
Raymond &?A.og. cit. . :

o
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ANALYZING LOCAL FOLLOW-UP DATA * :
D .
-1 INTRODUCTION :

The previaus Ehree chapters\of this guide.have addressed several issues prime
Sponsors~sh0uld-co;sider when designing and implementing local follow-up systems.
Once the systems are implemented, prime s;onsors will-have to decide how their
follow-up data will be used for assessing program performance. This chapter

addresses this issue by %eviewing a set of topics related to analyzing local

follow-up data. The three major Eopic5 do;ered are the foll t g: ' ,
' . o, Issués related to seléctiné measures of progranm ogtcome;
o] ternative types of Eo}iaw—up reports and tﬁe structure
of the folIQWbup report; and ° .
. ) Ways follow-up can be used-to assess the longgr-éerm

' performance of local programs

n )

II. SELECTING MEASURES OF PROGRAM OUTCOMES *

Fhen undertakiné an analysis of local follow-up data, prime sponsors must
select .the most approﬁriate program outcomes measures. In making this selection,
iE is important for primé*hp;nsoqg to consid:r the Eé;ité of all potential measures,
;nd their relationship to both the goals and objecgives ;f programs and local in-
-
formation needé%'_Decisions among alternative outéomes measures can have a signi-

ficant bearing on the accuracy of follow-up findings in depicting program per-

formance, and their usefulness for local decision-making purposes.

-
-

Ideally, the choice of an appropriate measure or set of measures of program
outcomes should depend on the objectives of the programs being evaluated. Since
each program is designed to achieve a specific objgctive, it is_@mpoitant for local
planners and administrators to identify these objectives as well as how they can -
best be measgred. In most cases, while local programs have the broad goal of in-
creasing former participants' employment stability and eaénings, it is likely that

e 8
they attempt to accomplish this goal in different ways. For example, a program

-80-
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designed to serve those characterized as having hard core" unemployment problems
may have as its primary objective placement into and retention of unsubsidized

-

jobs, with lesser emphasis on thé‘quality of that employment. In contrast, pro-

’

. érams geared to the problems of the working poor would be more appropriately measured "’
. <
by the hourly wage rates earnmed by participants during the follow-up period. These
potential differences in objectives clearly indicate the importance of clarifying
the purpose of local ﬁroggams as well as the manmer by which their performance can
be most appropriately measured. &
In certain instances,'p:ime~spoﬂsors may also have to base their selection of
' gerforma;ce measures on factors other than goals and objectives. For example, prime
_ sponsors ma§ receive reports 6n or evidence of certain inefficiencies in their pro-
grams. In other_insgdncés, members of the local planniﬁg council or local offici;ls
may- request particular types of information regar%ing the post-program performance
of loca:l employment and training programs. In these cases, it may be desirable and
necessary to select a set of outcomes measures designed to address the concerns
whicﬂ have been expressed.
The remaining portion of this section is desiéned to review the strengths and
<

weaknesses of séven commonly used measures of post—program performance. These out-

comes measures are:

Average Annual Post-Program Earned Income, and
Gains in Gross Earned Income.

o Placement into Unsubsidized Employment,
) Labor Force Status in the Follow—Up Period, - -,
" o° Job Retention, o
- 0 Weeks of Employmént, ~
. o Hourly Wage Rates, -
o
o

i -

A.MuwmtthmwuuﬁdMﬂwmm

The first outcomes measure which may be considered by‘thé prime sponsof is the

success of local programs in placing participants into‘unsubsidized Jjobs.. This
’ ) v, v l
measure is determined by the following calculation: d

-
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Percent of’Terminees Placed = Number of Job Placements x 100
iq Unsubsidized Jobs Total Vumb;r of Terminees

The major strength of this outcomes measure is that it is consistent with a |
p;imary objective of the CETA Title 1I delivery sSystem. Additignally, as on;‘of

-

the Department of Labor's performance indicators, the .information sheuld be readily-

available from the prime sponsor MIS and can be used to'bompare‘cur}ent with pre-
- * voLos

vious levels of performance as well ‘as with those of other'programs.

-

Thq;e are, however, severgl shortcomings associated: with this outcomes '
measure. First, it captures informatién only immediately following program termina-
, / Co- )

tion. As such, it does not provide a basis for judging the longer~term benefits of
2 » "

program participation. Secondly, success in generating a certain level of unsub-

sidized job placements does not address differences in the types and quality of

-

4

employment generated for program terminees.

The third shortcoming is that overreliance om-this performance indicator may.

discourage the provision of services to those most in need. “Since it will be égsy
: i x

"to achieve high levels of placemerits by serving those with comparatively limited

» N

barriers to employment, p;ff? Sponsors may become inclined to "cream" from thé

and provide’only a minimal level of services to the '~ ~

eligible pool of -applicants
more'disadvantaged segments of the local population.

- -
L " . -

B. Labor Force Status in the Follow-Up Period . : .

A second measure of post-prog&;r performarce is the labor force,§takps of par- )
ticipants at a given point in the féllow-up period. Categories which have t;aQi-
tionally been used to measure th;s type of program outcome are:

o Employed {(working for pay), | A :»

o Unemployed (Not working for pay, but looking for and avail-
able for work), and

) Out of the Labor Force (Not ¥orking for pay and either not
looking for or not available for work).

-82-
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The terminees' labor force status at a particular point in time can be
measured at any juncture during the foilowbup period, e.g. at three, six or nine

months. To assess former participants' labor force status at the time of follow-

up contact, the appropriate measurements are: /“
. e
Number Employed at Follow-Up, Interview * X 100 = ‘P
Total Number Contacted for Interview / B ercent .
Number Unemploved at Follow-Up Interview ' )
1 = P t

Total Number Contacted for Interview X 100 — rercent
Number Qut of Labor Force at Follow-Up Interview < 100 = P
Total Number Contacted for Interview ‘ o ercent
TOTAL

100 percent of Population,
- Contacted ‘for Interview |,

Measures of post-program labor force status provide information on the success

~

achieved by terminees in seguring ehployment.‘ In addition, this measure also pro=
vides an added time dimension and a detailed perspective on those who are not working
at a particular point in time.

There are, ho;ever, several drawbacks associated with the use of this outcomes

measure. First, such measures of post-program labor force status do not consider .

-

the type and nature of work performed. Inter-program comparisons of effectiveness
based upon this outcomes measure could have limited usefulness due to differences
in wages and skills of the jobs held. Secondly, labor force status measures reflect -

bnly one point in time and do not. fully represent total post-CETA employment

experiences of terpfnees. -

C. Job Retention

Another outcomes measure is job retention. Thi's measure can be defined in two

ways: 1) as the number of weeks that program terminees remain employed on the job

into which they were placed upon termination; and, 2) as the percentage of those

. A W
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. : \
job placed who are still employed on the same job at the time of the folloﬁ;ug in-

cerview. This latter definition is calculated as follows:

: ; B
Total Job Placed and Still Employed on , Percent of
) Same Job at the Time of Contact X 100 = Job Placed
Total Number of Job Placed Still Employed

In contrast to the point-in-time measures discussed above, measures of job
retention provide a more continuous longer-term perspective of pr&gram performance.
As such, this measure is. quite useful for gaining insights into post-pr;gram job
stability. . ' .

Despite apparent meFits of jab retention, it does possess several limitations.
First, the exclusive focus on_job placements does not provide any insight into the
employability of.cerﬁinees who were not placed in a job or did not %ind a job on’ >
their own upon termination. Secondly, an examination of Employment patterns
associated w?ch only the "placement" job provides an incomplecé picture of post-
program labor market experiences when terminees have left ;heir'placégent jobs at
some time during the follow-up period. For example, an individual may hatee"-
experienced a low level of job retention because of the opportunity to secure a
higher paying job. The third limitation is that, like measures of job placement
and labor force status, post-program job retention does not take into account the

.

types and nature of employment opportunities available to former participants.

‘ n ;

D. Weeks of Employment

A fourth outcomes measure that can be considered by prime spansors” 1s the

.
L4

total number of weeks of employment during the post-program follow-up period. This
measure can be expressed as the total number of weeks worked on all jobs held during

the follow-up period (Equation A below), or as the percentage of the total follow~-up

period which was spent tmployed (Equation B below).

N
A. ) L WKS4 Where: WKSj = Number of weeks worked on job j )
j=1 . N = Number of jobs held in the follow- -

up period




‘ "
B. Total weeks of-employment " X 100 = Percent of Total
Number of weeks in the follow-up period Follow-Up Period Employed

~ N
’

The strengths of this outcomeé\measure are considerable, particularly in that

enhanced employment stability is a primary objective of many CETA programs. Unliﬁe

the job retention indicator, total weeks of employment measures performance over

¢

the entire post-program follow-up period an& applies to all CETA partiqipants, regard-
less of their terminatdion status. -

<

Major drawbacks to weeks of post-program employment are that: 1) since it is °
a gross measure of program outcome, it does not measure the independent contribution

rof the program to weeks of employment; and, 2) it does not account for the ‘quality

of employmenf obtained by former participantsi Thus, inst?nces of steady employment

accompanied by relatively low wages and poor working conditions would not be capéﬁ@gd

~
by this medsure. ! .

N \

E. Hourly Wage Rates

An additional outcomes measure which may. be used 1§ the average hourly wage

3

[

earned by former participants. This measure can capture the average hourly &ége over

the entire follow-up perdod or the attual hourly wage rate at a particular point in
time. To caicuLgte the aQZragé hourly wage rate over the entire follow-up period,

p}ime sponsors must‘ideptify the wage garned by participants on each post-program jéb
B ' L . N 4

and weighsit against the -length of time spent employed on each of thede jobs. The

1
[y

formula that would be used is: T .
N w\ * WKS, °. ’ . )
A I j j ‘ = -
j=1 WKS ’
. < j' j
Where: Nj =Hourly wage earned on ;he~jth Jjob -
., WKSj =Number of weeks worked on job j ) N
N =Numbetr of jbbs held .in the follow-up period -
‘1- i 8 . ‘ "85" . ' .
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The strength of this measure is its ability to reflect the degree to which

. participation in a program has enhanced the productivity of participants. To the
o '

12 . . .
extent that hourly wage rates reflect productivity, those who realized significant

benefits.from the program would, in a relative sense, earn higher wage rates.
This indicator is also a‘partial refleétion of the value that the labor market ] .
places on tg: skills which have been acquired thrdﬁéh participation.

However, when prime sponsors choose to‘measuée hourly wages at a'bar;icular -

point during the follow-up perdod, judgements of program effectiveness will also be

. .

limited since they are not based upon any knowledge about the employment stability

of participants. While a participant may have earned a high hourly wage rate, it
. N . t , i‘

may only have been earned during a brief portion of the post-program period. A

~
.

final limitation is that, like total weeks worked, measures of hourly wages reflect

A

a gross program output. As such, issues arise related to the targeting of services,

_and the accurate assessing .of the ‘independent effects of a program.

.
et ]

»” . &

F. Average Annual Post-Program Earned Income

~

The most comprehensive measure.of post-program performance available for use

by prime sponsors is the average annual post-—program earnings of former CETA partic-

4

v ipants. Such a measure could be calcylated as,}ollows{ . ) ’

Al il . » N »

N A

SR - Y-ﬁ*ﬁsﬁv\ixs*’szlrw: o

? . ’
S

f the participanf based on income earned over

I
S, -

qrned by the participant over the follgw-up

' WKS = Total ks each ticipant is employed over the follow-up
p e!.'iOd ' ) 4
* IW = Total number of weeks bgtween the date of termination to the date of
interview : g P '
A , .
s -86- )
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This gross outcomes measure providés a comprehensive measure of post-program

s

perférmance, containing both an employment cohponent (hours and weeks worked), and
N .

an earnings coppoﬁenc (average hourly wage). The overall status of terminees'

ea}nings and employment can thus be judged using this sdﬁmary_putcohes measure.

- Ao

However, because annual earnings is a summary 'measure, it is not possible td

" distinguish/ how different programs generated a given level of éarnings. Since

»

earnings are the product of wage rates and employment, any level pf earnings refle

©

both jobvquality and employment stability.

L \

_ G.~Gains in Gross Earned Tncome

-

N,
As a gross measure of post-progfam output, average annual <arnings does not
- f

.

identify that portion of post-program income which would have been earned ;E the
absence of participation in the program. To the extent this is unknown, there may

be an incenbive>£br prime spgnsors to serve the less disadvantaged, ‘that is, lnT

1

dividuals more likely to earn comparatively higher intomes regardless‘of their

training. v \

’

cts

) N .
One way to avoid incentives to serve the less disadvantaged “is to judge,post~

-« .
»

program performance on the basis of any gains in former participants' earned in-

come. This outcomes measure is quite desirable for local follow-up purposes since

>

it expricitly reflects the bdsic intent of CETA and will allow prime sponsors to . -

identify the independent contribution of program participation to earnings during

the follow-up pericd. Gairds in earnings also takes into account the stability agd

’
-

continuity of pést-progtam employment as well as changes in participants' hourly

wages. As sucﬁ,'the use of this meaﬁure should create an incéntive for&the prime

. [ .
o . .

sponsor to serve the more disadvancagsd.
R .

From a practical pers éctﬁve,.prime sponsors may encounter certain technical
. i \ .
difficultiés when attemptdng to measure ‘gains in earned income. First, to the

F [ * . % . N g '
extent that pre- o post-program comparisons are used to calculate income gains,

- ¢
0

. vy - e ’ -
-
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prime sponsors-will have to careﬁuily select a pre-program period sufficient in’

léngtﬂ‘to accurately portray ‘the prior employment and earnings status.of f{ormer

participants., Even resolution of this issue, however, will not necessarily
1] 1 a, b '
result in accurate estimates of income gains due to the potential influence' of
Y v ;. '3
'maturation’ and changes ip{the gondition . of the local economy .

Secondly, while the use of comparison or control groups may well result in
" W

.more accurate estimates, such an approach will likely not be pragmatic for broad

scaie?ibeal follow~up efforts. Therefore, primé sponsors will have td give

serious consideration to both the use of this outcomes measure as well as the
. Al y
manner by which it will be eStimated

The above discussion has focused on the major strengths and weaknesses of
alternative program outcomes measures. Table 4-1 presents, in summary form, the
relative merits of each of the seven measures discussed above.

A

III. SHAPING THE LOCAL FOLLOW-UP REPORT .

2

- /

There are two key issues prime sponsors will have to consider once outcomes

measures have been selected. The first issue involves selecting the type of
- -/
AN

,fdllow-yp reports to be prepared and used for planning purposes. Pripe sponsors

can choose between descriﬁtiye/and analytical reports. Descriptive reports are

designed to provide an overview of program performance. Such reports rely on aﬁ&

. »

’ number of program outcomes measures and seek“to determine the uniformity of per~

-

formance across both programs and selected population subgroupS. A major feature,

of this.type‘ﬁf report is that it identifies how well local programs perform

’
rather than why they perform as observed. ‘
¢ .

- 8ince descriptive reports are not inferential in natu¥e, they tend to rely

Jon Basic statistical techniques, such as tests between means and contingency table
analysis.? Asa result, these types of, reports can only pr0vide limited direction
for getermining how local performance can be improved. Descriptive reports are,

however, easy to prepare and cdn ‘identify those areas of the local delivery,syste;

that may require improvements. -
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. e ) b Table 4-1: Measures of Program quéome “
L - . ) . R - ) . . [
é . .
1 . - '
Definition Advantages . Disadvantages '
- A. Placements Into,Unsub- o Prixnar}; obj ective o Not'a good measure
sidized Employment i of program . of long-term program .
! \ bendfits -
’ o Participant placed in : ‘ . o Does not address
' -unsubsidized employment ’ . " issue of type and
. ‘ . o, quality of -employme
B. Labdr Force Status in the o Employment is a'maj or o Point-in-time measure '
Follow-Up Period ‘ focus ‘of the program * provides - only limited
. ~ o Provides broader view view of activity over
o Participant is either: of participant's status” time .
© . ¢ employed, unemployed or than job placement; : o Does not address .
> - out of the labor force includes those not working issue of type or-
) . quality of work ’
T ) o Does not provide
oo~ ' ‘- ! indications as to
- why participant is -
s ' ‘. unemployed or out
" to - : - of the labor force .
. Y
- C. Job Retention - ' o Employment is an important o Only measures work
° lo n program objective ' on placement job
o Number of weeks program , o Measure of stability of although switch to
terminees remain employed employment” another job could
on the-placemént: job ) . represent improvement
. .o . o " « O Provides no consider-
. . . ’ . ation of compensation
, ' ‘ * per week of work .
. - ) - . o Provides no 4ndication
- i of employability of ~
: .- ‘ those terminees not )
. ’ . job placed
) "D. Weeks of Employment o Emp'loyment: is important o Provides no consider-
’ *  long run program objective ation Qf compensation
o Number of weeks .worked o0 Measures job stability per week of work or
in.follow-up period’ o Looks at experience’of employment s
‘ . entire follow-up period, o Cannot reveal indepen-,
' - including job changes dent contribution .
y . .o of program to partici-
‘pant:s' employability
Y ) . . * n K » . f
. ) &
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Definition 4

L )
E. Hourly Wage Rates

G.

o Hourly wage rate at’ start
of first job, average
over follow-up period or
at -time of interview.

-~

. Average Annukl Post-Program

o Annualized income earned
over the follow-up
period *

N

Gains in Average Annual .

Earned Income

o Difference between
earnings in the year
prior td the program
and the annualized
earnings over the
follow-up period

Table‘4-1: Meas;res of Program Qutcome (Cont.)v

»
/

Adg/antages

]

[Ne

Measures the ability'of the
participant to generate,
earnings for each hour of
work

Reflects value that labor
market places on skills
which have been acquired

Measures ultﬁmateklong-term"

program goal ,
Provides summary measure, of
program, benefits

1
Provides summary measure

of program benefits

The change in earnings
measures the impact -of
the program and removes
the effects of individual
socio-demographic charac-
teristics - ’ /

~90~

‘Disadvantages

o Does not distinguish
between possible other
factors which may

. affect post-program
wages (e.g. previdus
work experience)

o Does not measure employ-
ment stabllity o

o Gross earmed income is
a supmary measure and
does not provide an
ability to understand ™
the source of variation;
wages or weeks of
employment . o

o Does: not provide insight
“into which ‘portion of
the post-program income

. would have been earned
without program participa-
tion

o Earnings in the year
previcus to the
program may not be
representative of .
long~term edrnings
and may not fully
control for individuai
characteristics

o'The implementation and
use of either a control
or comparison group,
while theoretically
feasible, will likely -
not' be practical for
broad scale local
implementation o

Y
«
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When prime sponsors wish to gain more imsight’into the performance of their, .

delivery systems, analytical reports can be quite useful. These reports are more’

. - 3

. inferential in nature and rigorous in design than descriptive reports. Aanalytical
. reports.tend to focus on a detailed examination of a narrow ranée of performance
: -

s measures to determine both the'independent effects of program’participation§ and /,

how the performance of certain programs can be' sustained and. that of osbgrs improved.
' (

Analytical reports may be more desirable due to their ability to provide
N
specific direction for improving local programs. In'making a selection, however, .
prime sponsors should carefully cousider their specific information needs and their
ability to use the findings'frOm analytical reports. In cases where'prime Sponsors .

have had limited experience with analyzing and using follow-wp data, descriptive
> » ’

+  reports may’ be desirable. Since djsiiiptive reports are not complicated, they gan .

serve to both introduce the sponsor fo post-program performance measures and aid

Ain a determination of the most useful types of analytical Teports to produce in the
V.
future. Table 4-2 lists the major strengths.and weaknesses of these two types of
! ) N

reports.
~

St The second issue to be considered is strpcturing the local follow-up report.

Follow-up reports must be prepared to show/a complete and consistent pictg;e of the
[] .

post-program experiences of former partic pants with respect to a particular out- fe

coties measure. Follow-up, reports which inclwde a number of outcomes fieasures not

related to one another, or whichj by design, exclude certain‘ﬁypes of individuals, - B ~
\ -, .

may be of limited value since “they may ndt be capable of fully assessing program

performance. Prime sponsors should shape their ‘follow-up reports in a way that
\ : R - : .
' ‘most fully descriHes'how former participants have fared in the labor market.
. N .

This can be accomplished by both tracing a particular aspect of former par-

]

ticipants' post-program employment and earnings experience, and conducting,comple- .

mentasy analysis of forﬁ‘{\partiéipants who may be excluded from an outcomes Measure.

For example, if posgrprogram hourly wage rates are selected for analysis, prime ) (

. .

sponsots should examine this outcomes measure at seVeral points ;n time to provide ,

. "

. . <« =91~
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Table 4~2: Major Stkengths and Weaknesses of . .
oo . Alternative Types of Follow-up Reports.
.") ‘ \
!~' :
" Ve ‘; / . ! 7
’ .l/'
. Advantages . - . .Disadvantaggs-
) + R ‘ . N\ » » .
Descriptive Reports P “{
\ o Can provid% g tomprehensive pverview o Limited in their abilicy
'd 5 of several aSpectzsof performance to provide specific and
o ReIatively easy td¢ prepare and not . detailed direction for
very time-cpnsuming r//\ program improvements
o Can provide general direction for ,areas ( g * - ’ .
requiring improvemenc or further ~ N )
analysis . .
i o Relatively easy to read and a
useful starting poinc for prime *
{ sponsors ~
\Analvcicai Reports . . ’ !
J . .
o Well chu on a particular issue ‘ o Time-consuming to prepare
o Capabla of and designed to tsolate o' Difficult to present in a
program effects nontechnigal manner .
o Can provide clear direction on how‘ , o Requires~the use of technical
) to improve program performance rigor :
‘« ' - . . o Requires availability of
* . technical expert::[.se
. \
. - " o\
? ’ \ * \\\, .
- A _ )
N ’
. _ ! ) ’
. ' *; . / ‘
’ o J * > i
’/' \ ® "» hd
’l ’ * -~ .\ \’
4 A )
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for an assessment of both absolute post—progr&m_earnings and changes which may have

“y

,octurred during the follow-up perjod. Also, certain Qutcomes measures, such as jod

-] B
retention, may exc;ude all participants who were not job placed as well as the con-

sequences of leaving a placement job for those.who were, .To address this, it will

be necessary to conduct complementary analysis of the post-program enployment

experiences of both non-placements and those who left their placement jQbs prior to

the follow—up interview. SucH an dpproach would result in follow-up findings that

could be linked together and, generate a more complete picture of several aspects of
o) .
(4 ’

. post~program empioyment.

\ 1 -

e

IV. AN ILLUSTRATION OF HOW TO USE AND ANALYZE LOCAL FOLLOW-UP DATA

N ~

This section of the chapter describes how fpllow-up data can be analyzed and

used to assess longer-term performange of local programs. The data used for this

illustration include over 3,600 program participants who terminated from occupational

training and job search assistance programs funded under Title IIB of CETA and
operated by ten } Wassachusetts prime sponsors. These individuals terminated f‘om
programs during the March 1978 to Mapch 1980 time period, and were contacted and in-
terviewed over the teiephone on their six month post-program anniversary date. )

The major focusg of this illustrationlis on comparisons of participants’ start-
ing and final post-program hourly wages as wel%;as their total number of weeks
wor;ced. For each o\,tcomes measure, increasingly detailed and sophisticated analyse$
are conducted to provide prine sponsors with examples that can be used to guide the

preparation of local follow-up reports. Additionmal since prime sponsors possess’

a fair degreg'of control over the type and nature of services td be offered, the
illustrative cqmparisons should be useful in depicting how follow-up data can be of

, ¢
assistance in making program mix decisions.

L

-93- . }

o \- . i . ) 103

t 4




. )
o A. The Programs to be Analyzed

‘ -

. The former participants who are included in-this analysis terminated from two

| . .
types of programs typically offered on the local level, job search assistance (Jsa)
- o s 1

én& occupational training (OT). - Since many prime sponsors offer these as program
y alternatives, information on their\relative effectiveness can be used in local ser- - .

vice -mix decisions. Thig section of the chapter illustrates the first step in

s

analyzing follow-up data and includes a description of the nature and purpose of .

the two prografis under study.

~ 1, {ob Search Assistance . . -

-

Job search assistance pwograms are founded on the premise that the m§jor
barrier potential participants face in the local l;bor ma;ket is insufficient know- } v
ledge of job searth ;echniques. Joﬁ'search assistance.prograﬁs generally range from
one to eight weeks in duration and proviée participants with the suﬁport th%y need
to obtain employment more quickly than they coula othgrwise.

The terminees included in this analysis?received two major types of job séaréh
gssistancé services. First, approximately 85 péféent receiveé only direct placehent .
types of assistance. Thefe participants,were identified as the most "job ready' in
that they possessed marketable skills but were exRSriencing some diffic:E:;\{h secur -
ing employment. Fojgj;me, attempts were made to develop jobs and place them directly
into &nsubsidized‘employment. Fog vthers.who had marketable skills, but who could
benefdt from‘some—in;truction ig Search skills such as Jnterviewing tech;iques and

how to present oneself to a prospecﬁive employer, 1inif®d services were available.

These services consisted of a very brief seminar on where and how to find a job,

\ - ' ¢ »

resume writing, interviewing tecﬁﬁiques and other related topigs. '
Jhg remaining 15 percent of the participants received mote intensive job search

assistance for about four to six weeks. These individuayég while also possessing |

marketable skills, were identified as relatively deficient in most aspects of the

l‘ ‘
job seatch process. They received very detailed ingtruction in job search skills,
’ ' o
interviewing techniques{ establishing employment contacts, enumerating personal

-~

-94- . .
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strengths and weaknesses, and identifying employment goals. . - 1 T~

. = I /
2. Occupationil Training '

-~

In contrast to JSQ, occupatidénal training programs are longer in duration and

" designed to'ﬁrovide individhals,wich a specific occupational skill. These programs
. - ’ - . » ' v

- reflect the premise that participants have limited, if anj, vocational skills.

L4

Participants in OT progtams were offered an érray‘of different cypesigﬁ training. '

. i ] -
As shown in Table 4-3, the {arkést proporcioq rgggiéed training in clerical skills
(29.6 percent), Machine and el;ctronic; training';lso accounte& for laige shares‘
of participants, enrolling lO.;lpercent and 9.£ perhenc of “all indiviéuals, respec- g
tively, while traininé in areas éuch as computer, health, machine and tranéportation
related ocgupations was offered 1e§s }requently.6 : ’ >

.

In addition ,to identifying the major types of services received by participants,

it is important to examine the nature of program participation since it more . ' {

’ N
.

accurately reflects the comprehensive service strategy of the lacal delivery system.

~

Information on the duration- of participat{on;as well as the combinations of programs g
»

» .

offered fo participants can’be.useful for determigi;g how exigs;ng gtragggies éan be
improved iﬂ the future.l Table 4-4 shows the d}stribuéion of OT participantsjyho '
pa;tiéipated.in two or more activitips by the activity in which théy participated.
;s can be seen, the vast majority‘of participants received ohly pne servicé, while
22 percent participated in at least one accivity‘p;ior to enrolling in an OT pgoéfam

* (column one, 576/2594) and 7 éércenc in at least two activities (column two 196/ '
2594). In additidn to Pérticipating in more than one OT skill area, individua&s :

also parti&pated in such pre-vocational activities as agt;x}t: work experience, adult

basic education and english as a second language. This information reveals the

N limited nﬁthre of program seqiiencing and may serve as the basis for identifying’

L] .

major strengths and weaknesses of local programming efforts. . !

- -

The average duration of participation in an OT program was 18 weeks. This con-

trasts with the 6 week average length of participatiod in the JSA prégragg. Addi;
’ 1

tionally, JSA participants did not always receive full-time services. In the OT
/ .

e ! ‘ -

f ( v -95- . ‘ . ’ .
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, . Table 4-3: Occupational Training Program Participants

~96~

1v6

) ’ : By Skill Training Area ' '
L\ o .
' ’ '
x . Al
Skill Training Area ) * Numbex Percent
Clerical Related ) 769 29.6
Electronics Related CL, i~ 240 7 9.2 '
Health Related 144 5.5 \
Metal Related : 77 3.0 d

!

\/ .
Auto and EngTne_Related 93 v 3.6
Pood‘Preparation‘mgelated 82 ) 3.2 0 - .
Machine Related 261 10.1

[ ’ [y »
Computer Related ot 4 66 2.5
Printing Related | ( 66 i 2.5
Maintenance Related - 38 1.5 .
Carpentry Related 54 2.1
Transportation Related .23 0.1 .
Cosmetic Related 4.2 0.1

. . 4
Accounting/Bookkeeping 9l . 3.5 . bl
Other ' s 608 23 44 .
Total L 2594 100.0 . a

. ;?lﬁ’”:
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Tabie 4-4: Second and Third Most Recent Programs of

Second and Third Most
. Recent Activities

‘Occupational Training Program Terminees

Second Most Receht

Activity for Participahts

in at Least Two Programs

. Number ,Percent
Occupationai Training 104 18.0
*On-the-Job-Training 14 : 2.4
Adult Work s§perien;; ' 99 17.2
Adult Basic Educgﬁioﬁ‘ 109 ) 18.9
GED Preparation 47 8.1
Job Search Assistance™ 17 _*2.9
Assessment 'and Orientatybn 1101 7.5
English As A Second Laﬂ%gage 54 9.4
Spec;ai ?roérams v 6 : 1.0
Pub%ic Servgge Emglonent 21 . 3:6
Youth Progrﬁms - 4 ' 0.7
‘Fotal g76 4 ' * 100
.3‘ s -
' . ~ .
' /
) i

Third Most Recent

*Activity for Participants

in at Least Three Programs
Number Percent
17 8.7
. 4 ) 2.0
46 23.5
22 11.2
J1s : 6.6 .
2 1.0
75 - 38:6
N 4.1
5 2.5
3 . 1.5
.
1 0.5
196 . 100
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programs, however, participants attended on at least a ha%f-time and, in some cases,
a full-time basis. Thus, the 18 week average length of program attendance means
that OT program participants receive substantially more than three times the amount

of training services received by JSA participants. .

.

. B. Data Collection and Participant Characteristics

The data‘péed'in Fhe ahalysis thap foilows‘have been assembled by the

'Massachusetts Department of Manpower Development (DMD) as part of a state-wide effort
A} . “

* .y

to enhance the follow-up capabilities of prime sponsors. Each prime sponsor under- -

t takes a six-month follow~up survey of %&;ticipants who terminate from its Title IIB -

-

programs. Data collection procedures used are generally consistent across all

sponsors and rely upon the telephone to contact terminees six months after ,termina-

; - J

. "tion from a program. Once follow-up data have been coilected, each prime sponsor

produces an analysis of poét-program performance and, on a periodic basis, transmits
7

. local data to the state for the purpose of establishing a state-wide data base. This
, . . | ’
data base is used to conduct state-wide analyses of\the effectiveness of the CETA

program. . ' .

v

S

participants to be studied and judging the quality and tepresentativeness of the

follow—up~daﬁa. _
The;e were 6,é69 individuals who participated in and\terminated from JSA and

0T préérams. 0f these individuals, 25.8 percent participated in JSA programs and . *

74.2 percent*in QT prpgrams. . As shown in Table 4~5, there }e large dif ferences

between' the charact;ristics of particibants in both programs) JSA participants were

older and presumably more experienced than the participants i _OT. Alsq, JSA par-

ticipants wére more educatgd,’as 41 béréent completed'l3 or mong years of education

\

compared to 10 percent of the OT participants. ‘A significantly larger proportion of

A3 ¥,

- - : "98" ' -

v o j-l()é;A ' B . : | f

e
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Table 4-5 Distribution of Particzpants by Program
and Demoqraphlc Characteristics

L —

The, :
Vb

Job Seafch Assistance

Al
) ¢ .

: Occqpationai Training

Total
Number Percent

6869

A

Ay

958
2079
2787

600

647
1977
2990

255

3334
3514

N

)

PN

4427
1442
976

808 .

6061

- 100.0
-

(

14.9
32.4
43.4

9.3

64.7
21.1
14.3

11.8
88.2

, Number Percent’ Number Percent
. - v x
% ¢ ¥ ALI, PARTICIPANTS 1770 25.8 5099 74.2
‘aGE2 " N ‘
ook ”~ .
LI 16-19 . 187 10.9 771 16.4
20-24 " 524 +30.5 1555 33.0
::g;ﬁn// 789 45.9 1998 42.5
) and over 218 ' 12.7 382 8.1
] L 4
‘EDUCATION?
L. 8 and below 142 " 8.0 505 9.9
9—-11 280 ., 15.8 1697 3
e 12 613 34.6 2377 .6
13 and over ., 735, 41.5 520 0.2
.~ LIEEN LA
SEX®
Male 980 55.5 2354 46.3
Female 787 . 44.5 2727 53.7
-4 RACE?2 ‘ ! °
White 1321 . 74.8 3106 61.2
Black 291 l16.5 1151 22.7
- , Other 155 ‘8.8 821 16.2
"aFDC? A
¥ Yes ' 73" 4.1 735 14.4
No ‘1697 95.9 4364 85.6
B 4 >
i ' )
' (X4
o] ' ¢ !
:

/ .
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males' and whites participated in JSA relative to OT, and a larger proportion of

-

AFDC recipients was selected for OT. Xcross both programs, participants tended to-

be 25 to 44 years of age, female, white, not receiving AFDC, and classified as

N

having completed at least twelve years of education.
- . \/ N - .
This pattern of program assignment should not be surprising. The JSA activity
. Al '
' is designed primarily for*those who are identified as "job ready”, while the OT

s .activityégs designed for individuals who possess siénificantly greater barriers to

employment. Since OT participants appear to be more disadvantaged, the observed

-

distribution of participant characteristics across the programs would seem reason-
. ¢ .

., P
> able. Whether, and to what extent, these differences influence the outcomes of both
. . 4 7/
‘ programs is an important issue and will be discussed later in the chapter.

The ability to contact and interview these terminees varied by both their.

-

= characteristics and program of termination. Of the 6,869 participants, 57 percent
\ .
were contacted and 58 percent were successfully interviewed. For JSA participants,

o ®

65 percent were contdcted and 58 petceng interviewed. The results for OT partici;
’ ‘ e
) pants sggwed a'coq;act rate of 54 percent and a completed infjerview rate of 51 ‘per- /
7 . *
¢ N
cent. These differences reveal the uneven representation of JSA and OT participants

~

in the’'follow=up population and may produhe some gias in the follow-up data.

¢ R -

Table 4-6 shows major reasons wh& former participants were either not contacted )
or not successfully interviewed upon contact. Problems with telephone numbers -

acquired from the local MIS accounted for 26.9 percent of all reasons for the absence

of follow-up data (rows dvf and two in the table). In contrast, while information

-
' .

was available for 38.6 percent of the non-respondents, (top five rows in the table),

.

changes in their phone numbers.and addresses prohibited a follow-up interview. That

>

participants typically will respond to an interview once contacted is shown by the
fact that only 9.3 percenf of these non-respondents refused to ﬁarticipate in the
follow-up survey. The group of non-respondents who refusgd to answer constitutes

-

¥ only 3 percent of the total population of téfminees.

- »
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) Table 4-6: Reason For Not Coméieting Interview g
. . . < ‘=~ (N=2403)
4
» . !
) 2 T - . ' .
- ' > , N - . > . .
] » .' ’ P - A
A Qe s -
~ Reason Not Completing Interview Number Percent )
’ N e v .
No Phone Number at Intake / 434 11.0 . to.
Incorrecﬁ)?hone Number at Intake - ) , 381 . *15.9 ’
Disconnegted Phone ) 325 13.5 .
) N - *e
Unp\ublished‘ Phone Number 169 7.0
\ LY
v
Moved: Address Unknown - 435 18.1 &
£ ' A 4
Participant Refused to Answer 223 9.3
Language Problem 2 . ‘- 61 ) 2.5 ]
' Could NGt Contact : oo 545 22.7
Total : 2403 100.0
- ' \ b i ‘
. ‘ , .
. . j,
) SN .
- \ . \ :
-
' A
- . % . ) -
. ' . -101- .
e T, ’
Q o ' -
E lC ’ “ * 11»1 . . t
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; The category "could not contact" is a residual classification that includes
. o { .
instances which arose during the follow-up survey buc were 6o small in number to

warrant a separate listing. This cacegory represented 22,7 percent of all reasons

for nom-respdnse and included Such things as incarceration, hospitalization, en-
’ listmeht P/ the mi{itary andﬁeontinual absence from the hdme when contact was ~
' e .
_attempted. Additiomally; if pe;ticipants cduld not be contacted or interviewed for
more than ;ne ;ea;on; they were also included in this category. c .
Eable 4-7 shows ;fogrem and démographic characteristics of perticipapcs égg

responded to the follog:gﬁ interview. The characteristics of the participants who

.
~

Y - . .
resporded tend t® be similar‘to those of the entire population, although there were

some differences. Forethe sample of respondents as a yhole, as well as for respon-
dents from JSA and OT programs separately, resgondedts tended to be older, better

educated, female, white, and recipients of AFDC. These*differences may produce

some bias in the follow-up data, . and sﬁould be kept in mind when judging the effec-

' - .

4
tiveness of local programs. . ’

° ..
] . LY
~ -

C. An Analvsis of Average Measures of Program Outcomes

This -section provides;illuscrations of how the use of simple statistical

techniques can provide important insights into the level and distribution of post-
program performanceu Table 4~8 shows, that the hourly wage earned by terminees on

) l& their first and last or moSt current post-program job was essentially equal for the

~

., JSA and OT programs. The data also show that “hourly wages. are highly related to

the age, education, sex, race, and AFDC status offormer participants. The specific
findings can be suﬁﬁarized as follows: ’
. ! ' . O
0 Hourly wage rates tend to increase through the middle ajes ’
(up’ to 44~Years of age), and then decline;
0 Wage rates tend €0 increase as the level of educatjon in-
creases; and . ‘-
-
0 Hourly wage rates are higher for men than ‘for women, as
they are for whites and non-recipients of AFDC.

¢ T . -
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T ) \ Table 4-7: D:.stnbut:.on of Respondents by Program ) : s
Y, and Demographic Characteristics
» ° N ¢ Ld .
Job ‘Search Assistance Occupational”"rrainiﬂ Total .
) Number Percent Numbe r Percent Number Percent
. ~ N 7o .
ALL RESPONDENTS 1023 ) 28.1 . 2616 71.9 3639 100.0
" aGed ' ) 4 X
L / » : ¢ a
i 16-19 o120 . 12.0 354 3.7 ° 474 13.2
. T 20-24 298 : 29,9  » 869 33.6 1167 32.6 ¢
25-44 7 448 © 44.9 ‘1121 | © o 43.3 1569 43.8
45 and Over 131. 13,14 244 ' 9.4 375 10.5
EDUCATION® - . . . o
P ‘ . . " . W .
8 and Below N & 6.3 216 8.3 280 7.7
9-11 c 145 14.2 " 805 30.8 950 26.1
12 T 345 33.7 - 1292 49.9 1637 45.0 '
: 13 and above . 489 ~45.8 303 . .7 1l.6 - 772 © 21.2
* I k
sExd ¢ ’ ' .
———— . \ . “
Male ., 539 52.7 - 1056 ¢+ 40.5 1505 [ 43.9
Female 484 47:3 ., " 1554 59.5" 2038 56.1
RACEa 5 . ‘ , 4 Y
\ o e to. . . ’
Whi.te 813 79.6 1632 - 62.6 2445 °  67.%
Black 145 14.2 608 23.3 753 20.8. .
) Other* 63 - 6.2 365 14.0, 428 11/.8
AFDC FEMALE HEAD OF . /o
HOUSEHOLD® y o '
BOUSLROLD , . )
- Yes 42 _ 4.1 T 421 16:1 463"  12.7 -
No , 981 - 95.9 2195 83.9 3176 . 87.3
. .
‘3signifilant at the 1% level ~ ) .

* Includes: Hispanic, American Indian, Alaskan Native, Asian ang, Pacific Islander.
. . 7

[ 1 -

-
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Table 4~-8: Average Starting and Final HourliﬁWagg Rate, N
¢ Average Weeks Embloyed in the Post-Program
- Period, and Percent Curxrently Emploved by
‘ , ’ \ Program and Demographic Characteristics v
* . (Number of Cases in Parentheses) .
, » . S - 4
. A . *
R , . Average Starting AVerage Final Average Weeks Percent Currently
Y ' N Hourly Wage Rate Hourly Wage Rate Emgloyed Emp loyed
. ALL RESPONDENTS 3.97 (3087) 4,26 (3051) 20.0 (3227) 73.2 (3588)
.., PROGRAM® ' - , .
Job Search . : "
) . . Ass&stance 3.99 (870) . 4,28 (858) 19.2 (883)a 73.6 (1009)
Occupacxonal . . ’
.y “Praining 3.97 (2217)) - 4.2% (2193) 20.%/ (2344) 73.1 $2579)
. = ¥ '
- R . AGE ! 4
16-19 3.55  (417), 3.75 (414037 18.9  (4a18)®  e8.2 - (465)°
20~24 ) ' 3.91 (lol0) 4.19 (991) 20.5 (1036) 74.4 (1153)
25-44 4.20 (1316) 4,52 (1307) 20.2 (1398) 74.3 (1548) .
45-+64 3.77  (302) 4.03 (298) 18.7  (332)°  “M2:2  (370)
: . EDUCATION - ) > ) ;
. - - 13
8 or less 3.54  (225)2 3.77 (22492 17.9  (2a1)®  e4.9. (2712
’ 9-11 3.75 (767)° 4.02 (758) 18.6 (842) 66.1 (930) .
, 122 % . 3.92  (1425) " 4,18 (1409) . 20.7 . (1462) 75.1 (1625)
.13 and_over, 4.49  (670) 4.87 . (660) >  21.0 (682) -  80.0  (762)
> - ' 3 ¢
' SEX BN .
. Male 4.30 (1372)2 4.67 (1359)%  19.7° (1830)¢  73.5 (1575)
.Fema}é ) 3.71 , (1709) 3.93 (le8s6) 20.3  (1392) 72.9 (2007)
White C 402 (06M° 431 204e)® 197 (2137) 74.2  (2405)
" Black 3.88 (644) 4.14 (629) 20.4 (684) 71.1 (748) -
Other 3.90 (366) 4.19 (365) 20.4 (394) 71.1 . (422)
. AFDC F*-‘mé HEAD OF .
HOUSEHOLD . o !
Yes 3.68 (356)2 3.89 (354)2 17.5 (419)2 _6‘7.8 (456) D
No 4.01 (2731) ;§.3l (2697) 20.3 (2808) .74.0 !3132)
' b

33ignificant at the 1% level
bgignificant at the 5% level
CSLgnxfxcant at the 10% level ‘ ’
Hourly wage rates measured 1n dollars per hour.’

k4 '
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The ch@racteristics of terminees'not only influenced wages earned during the
follow-up period, but also appeared to be related to éhangés in wages ‘earned during

that period. Those who are older and more highl; educated registered greater gains
* A

in wage tates during the follow-up period than their younger and less educated

counterparts. Moreover, males as well as non—AFDC recipients also outpaced their

1 h)
counterparts during the follow-up period with gains of $ 37 and $.30, compared to

~

$.22 and $.19, respectively

In addition to assessing tHe hourly wages earned by participants dyring the

-

follow-up period, prime  sponsors may also be interested to learn about the extent

and staoility of post-program employment. As sShown in Table 4-8, the average dura-

4

tion of employment in the six month follow-up period was 20.0 weeks. ‘Moreover, . the
. ' . : 3
data reveal that many of the expected relationships exist between weeks employed -

and selected demographic subgroups of the respondent population. Older, more educar
. - - :
ted terminees who were not receiving AFDC tended to work more ften than their °

N

counterparts. Unlike the findings on hourly-wages, however, terminees from OT pro-
grams worked significantly more weeks than their JSA ¢ounterparts. Although the

_absolute difference is small, the high level of statistical significance clearly
. . ’ - 7

' suggests that this is not a spurious finding. . R
That JSA participants worked fewer weeks than their OT counterparts should be

of some concern to the prime Sponsor. Since JSA participants are expected to haVe

v »

marketable skills, one would also expect them to fare at least as well in the post- -

-

program period as OT individuals, whose leve&s of marketable skills- are the primary

focus of the program. In view qf this finding, the prime sponsor may wish to take

a closer look at its JSA program in order to determine the causes of this observed

-

diffe:enoe‘in performance. - .

hather than utilizing the number of weeks of employment to assess.post-program
emplo}ment, prime sponsors might also wish to use the proportion of participaiits
currently employed as an~ontcome measure., This measure is easy to“construct and is

relatively straightforward with respect. to interpretation and use: Table 4-8 shows

A . =105~
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that the expected relationships tend to ekist between the percent currently employed

and the various demographic subgroups. However, in contrast tq average weeks of

-

employment, there is no significant difference between the proportion of OT parti-

.cdpants employed ard the proportion of JSA participants employed . "As described in

[

' IS . N ¢ -
post¥program employment of terminees 4nd, in view of the difference between it- and

Chaﬁer Two, this type of ousc_émes measure dods not adequately capture the total ’

that of weeks of employment, clearly demonstrates the disadvantage dssociated with

-
~

its use.

-

N\

.

(he data in Table 4~8 show two important types of summar?rfindingéh First,
certain types of participants benefited more than others in terms of hourly ‘wages
and posb—progra& employment. This indicates a'nee& to further examire the sources

* \

of these differences in order that they may be addressed in the future. Secondly,

these data show that,-on average, terminees' starting and final hourly wage rates

did not differ with-respect to their program'of termination. It was also shown,

A however, that demographic characteristics of*0T participants differed significantly

[y

from those of JSA participants. Synce participants in the JSA program tended to ,
have characteristics which lead to greater 1abbr market success (that is, oldgf, "

mpre educated), the prime sponsor may suspect that thg use ‘of simple gverages
- ’ . - . .’ N Y
obscured an accurate assessment of program effects. As discussed "darlier, the JSA

program is designed to serve a more "job ready" group of participants. As a result,
these average measures of program outcome may be biased upward for the JSA pro%ram

relative to the 0T program. .

v

-

1

To address Ehig'issue and :provide insights into which of the two programs ‘work

best for selected popula‘ion subgroups, the prime sponsor may wish to adopt an

.

approach such as that shown in Tible 4~9, This table presents the measures of prie
e\

gram outcomes for the two programs controlling for differences in pargicipant

e

characteristics. As is evident from the data, this approach provides a more
accurate appraisal of program performance. For instance, even though part;pipanE?

in the JSA activity are significantly older .than those in 0T, when oniy the l6-i§

-

year old age group is examined, parﬁicipgnts in OT earn signif;gantly higher hourly

J a
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~ \ . Table 4-9:Post-Program Outcpmes bv Program and Demographic Characteriscies
, . (Number of Cases in-PIrancheses) .
' . )
frogras and o
Desographic Average Starting Average Final Average Weeks Percent Currencly
{_ . Charactariscics Hourly Wage Rate Hourlv Yage Rate Emoloved Eaploved
~ . « ‘7 -
Job Search Aas'c.' 3.28 (110)% 3.44 (10§ 18.4 (98) 68, (119)
Occups Training- . 3.85 (307) 3.86 (306) 19.2  (320) 68.2  (346)
2026 C
R Job Search assc. 3.76 (258)3 4,01 (251)* 19.8 (265)° 73.1 (294)
Occup. Tninin! 3,97 (752) 4.25 (740) 20.8 (771) 74.9 (859)
¢ M E Job Search Assc. 4.37 (379)a 4,71  (378) 19.8 (389) 77.8 (4&2)b
Occup: Traiming 4.13  (937) 4.45 (929)  20.46  (1009) 72.9  (AM06)
45 and over r : ¥ X b *
~job Search Asst. 3.9 (lo1)®” 6.25 (100)°7 16.6 (110) 66.4  (128)
Occup. Training v .‘66 (201) ] 3.92 (198) 19.7 (222) 75.2  (242)
- EDUCATION ’ .- !
.’ Lass chan 8 vears N B
Job Search Asst. 3.12 (“)a 3.40 (A7)b 15.0 (5.1.)a 62.7 - (59)
. Occup. Tr 3.65 (178) 87 (1717) 18.7 (190) 65.6 (212)
) . og=u oL .
Job Search Assc. .46 (118)2 3.66 (111)* t16.8( 2? 62.4  (lal)
R 4 Occup. Training 3.80 (654) 4.09 (65{/) 18.9 (722) 56.8 (789)
- \ ‘.12 . . ) - -~ . , . . . ~
NS N Job Search Assc, 3.70 (300) 3.92 (295 18.8 (302) 70.6 (JAJ)b'
ys\. Trainidg =~ 3,98 (1125) 4.2 (1114) 21.1 (1160) 76.5% (1282)
», . . 7
13 and ovar . . " )
Job Search Asst.- 4,45 (410) N 4.82 ,(405) “ 20.8 (410) 80.7 (466).
. Y, Occup. Training 4.55 (260) 4.96 (255) o~ 21.3 . QfO~ 81.1 (296)
/ 1 ’ 1z . ¢ . o ' '
' . P Male - a a
’ . Job Sedrch Asstc. 4.06 (456) 4.32 (453) 19.2  (463) 73.1 (532)
> Occup. Training 4,41 (916) 4,84 (906) 20.8 B (929) : 73.7 (1043
’
. ’ Fendle ‘ a -
Job Search Assc. 3.91 (414)@ 4.23 (405)% 1?.3 (620), 74.2 . 77)
. R Occup. Training 3.65 (1295) 3.83 (128 9.9 (1410) 72.5 " (1530)
RACE . ‘. '
White /
Job Search Asst. 4.05 (693) 4.346 (682) 19.5 (701) 74.4 (801) ‘
o h . Occup. Training 4.00 (1372) 4.29 51366) 19.8 (1436) 74.1 (1604)
8lack A . b ®
. Job Sesrch Assct. 3.7 @A1ne 3.93 (117) 17.1 (1.27)a 63.9 (.1.1‘1.)b
- Occup. Iraining 3.90 (527) 4.19 (512) | 21.2  (557) 72.8 (604)
‘ Other
. Job Sesrch Asst. 3.77 (57). 4.25 (58) 20.2 (53) 85.5 (622
” Occup. ,Training 3.92  (309) . 418 (307) 20.5 (%1) 68.6 (36.0)
AFDC_FEMALE HEAD
OF EOUSEHOLD ,
Yes . b [ G
Job Search Asst. 3.95 (33 4.08 (33) 15.1 (37 . 57.1 (42)
Occup. Iraining 3.65 (323) 3.87 (321) 17.7 (382) 68.8 (414)
. So, - a -
. Job Seerch Asst. 3.99 (837) 4,29 (825) 19.4 (845) 74.4  (2165)
Qccup. Iraining 4.02 (1894) 4.32 (1872) 20.8 (1962) 73.9 (2165)
a Significant at the 1% level
b Significsanc ac the 5% level
c Significant ap the 10X level
Houcrly vage rates measured in dollars per hour. . . -
o .
EMC ' . -107-

PAFulText provided by ERIC
§ o

177 | -

i o e




‘ .
/. .

wage rates. Conversely, for cﬁé 25444 Year old and 45-and-over age groups, par-

ticipants in the JSA activity earn sigmificantly higher wage rages than 0T partici-
pants. Table 4~9 also shows similar results with respect to egﬁcation. In this ¢

- .
case, when the level of education is held .constant, it can be seen that for each -
13

. -

level of education, participants in 0T earn higher wage ratés than participants in

. JSA programs. ‘ . .
AN !
. . While/these findings reveal the generally superior wage producing performance

4

of OT roésams, there are instances when the JSA prdgram produces higher hourly wage

rates. For example, for those 45 years of age and over, participation in a JSA
- e

R program leads to higher hourly wages than ﬂarticipation in an OT program. Similarly,

when the sex of participants is held constant, women from the JSA program earn higher

hourly wages than those from OT. Thig contrasts with che finding for men who appear
r - 7 -

to benefit more from participation in OT. "o
v - ’ "® *

’
Similar types of analysis are ghown in Table 4-9 with respect to weeks of post-

- progray employment and the pegcent o er‘participants employed at follow-up cen- -

~

. -+
PN act. While little variation was seen with respect to the laskter outcomes measure,

significant differences did emerge between participants' level of education and
. , R
weeks of post-program employment. For each level of-edudation, OT participants
i

worked significantly more weeks during the follow-up period than their JSA counter=-

parts. . . ° ) AN

-
.

. The above analysis clearly shows the usefulness of.follow-up data in reviewing,
post-pregram performance. At the same.time, however, the analysis shows the short-
comings of simple comparisons. When the distribution of par:;Eipant characteristics
is controlled for, otherwise unobserved differences in program performance become SN
evident. While this is a useful approach, it is also quite cumbersome. Moreover,
it does not control for additional potential differe;ces ia characteristics, such as
thoge between yousg black women and young whi%e woﬁen. Although adeicional tables

- can be constructed to accomodate evei more detailed analysis, this ‘mdy result in an, ¢
Ve

/ analysis that is unwieldy and not readily interpretable. A prime sponspr with

. ’
] -108- , |
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agcess to automated data processing facilities may wish to consider using multiple

egression analysis for a more precise measure of program outcomes. A brief descrip~-
v

t:iot} follows -for t:hose ‘who may be interested. ' ' A § ' |

.
-

D<-Multiple Regression Analysis of Program Performance = o '

The analysis and results of Table 4-9 have two majof shortcomings. First,
/) they do not make clear what the magnitude of the difference is in the ﬁerformance ‘of

OT and JSA pxograms. While it may appear that OT is more effective than JSA, .

differences between zero and fofiy cents per hour for wage rates, and zero to three

weeks for weeks of employment measures are observed. Second, the table shows Tesults

- LY

qhidh‘hold constant only one variable at a time. The drawback to this approach is
Q

‘. '
oy . .
that all of the personal characteristics varyssimultaneously across the two programs.
. * ki

' To addrésg these shortcomings, the prime sponsor may wish to use multiple regresﬁion

-

analysis, To illustrate the use of this technique, the foilowing regression equagion'

*

is estimated: . : »

\ ’

: +
W= a0 + al AGEl + a2 AGE2'+ a3 AGE3 + a, ED + a5 SEX

] . ag RACE + a7 WEEKS EMPLOY;D + ag PROG :

This equation assumes that the hourly wage of former participants (W), is
determined by their age, education, sex, race, weeks of employment in the six ponths .

prior to CETA, and program of participation. The variables which have b%gn included

° -,

~ -

in the equation have the following meanings:

+

'

~

o The age of the participant is included by the use of three vari-
ablest N n

AGEl has a value of one if the.participamt is between
16-19, inclusive,. and z&ro otherwise.

AGE2 has a value of one if the.participant is between

[}

. { . 20-24, inclusive, and zero otherwise,
* - AGE3 has a value of one if the participant is 45 or ,//;r
over, and zero ot:herwise.

e - —
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" The estimates of a;, aj and aj therefore, measure the ’
- difference between the wage rates earned by participants ;
in the three age groups listed here and participants in
oL the 25-44 age group, the base group for comparison. .
Since individuals in the prime age group, 25-44, tend to
. . have higher earnings than all others, the estimates of
. " E a3, a7 and a3 should be negative.
, &
) The varigble ED represents the years of educatioa com-
pleted by the participants. The coefficient a; measures
* the number of cents per hour more an individual earns on
average for an additional year of education.

. o SEX is a variable which has a value of one if the in-
» dividual is a man and zero if a woman. The estimate of N
v as, therefore, measures how much more per hour men earn
than women.

. -
(// o . RACE is a variable which has a value of one if the in-
‘ dividual is white, and zero otherwise. The estimate of ¢ .
ag measures how much more per hour whites earn over all .
. others. », .

) WEEKS FEMPLOYED measures the total number of weeks partici-
. pants were employed#in the six-month peripd prior to the
program. The estimate of a; measures how much more per
hour is earmed for ‘each additional week worked in the six
‘ months prior to the program.

o The variable PROG has a value of one if the individual .
particicipated in OT and zero for JSA participants. The
coefficient ag measures the impact of participation in OT
relative to JSA. It is the estimate of ag which is of

. most interest.

- . N / N

Tablé 4-10 presents the regression results with respect to the hourly wage
earned on the first post-program job. The first column shoys the estimate of the
eﬁuation sgecified above. From this estimate, everything else equal, the follow-

i Ld
ing resulty emerge:

\ o Individuals aged 16~19 earn 57 cents less per hour than in-
dividuals aged 25-44. Individuals aged 20-24 earn 41 cents
less per hour and individuals aged 45 and over earn 24 cents
. less per hour than this same base group (25-44);
o An additional year of education yields individuals an aver- ’
age waﬁg advantage of 15 cents per hour; .
,//f ) Males earn 49 cents per hour more than females; ’

o White participants earn 14 cipcs per hour more than all other
participantS'

-

o An additional week of employment in the year prior to the o
program leads to 0.3 cents per hour more; and

o Participants in an OT program earn 27 cents per hour more

-4;';_\J/ relative to those in a JSA progii%. . ’ |




s

N - Table 4-10: Regression Analysis

of Starting Hourly Wage Rate

/ (1)
Age: 16-19 -57.0%
i ) 9.68)
age: 2026 3 -41,1%
‘ (6.82)
Age: 45+, ~24,3%
"(9.86)
R Years of Educntion Conpleced 14.88
' (1.35)
\
Sex * 49,58
. L] (5098)
Race 13,70
. (7.48)
Weeks Eaploved in Year Prior
to Program 0.3b
. (0.18)
A ‘ ‘
. Constant 183.78
: . » (19.47)
Occupational Training 27.2%
(6.60)
_ Length of Tralaing: 12 or
o Fewar Weekg -
~ Length of Training: 24-36
- Weeks -
Length of Training: More
. Than 36 Weeks -
T s -
Completed -
Not Lompleted and Placed -
Completed and Not Placed -
Completed and Placed ' -
x? 0.13
3 34,82
i .
Dcstces of Ftcedom 8/1806
(V-l&lS)
i d5ignificant at the 1% level
SSignificant at the 5% level
' SSignificant ac the 102 lavel
) \
is cents per hout.
L -

O

~\*\.,., <P PR — v -

- -

(2)

-55.5%
(9.63)
-40.9*

* (6.31)
a

-23.8
(9.84)

14.63
{1.35)

.69.92
(6.00)

13.7°
(7.47)
0.3b
(0.18)

202.7%
(20.95)

,13.8%
(7.92)

220,22
(8.14)

0.5
(9.58)

9.01
(11.43)

0.13
. 26,32
11/1803

~111-

(3 (4)
~356,29 -56.3%
¢« (9.61) (9.61)
-40.8% ©-40.5%
6.79) - (6.80)
-26,23 ~24.0%
(9.82) (9.82)
14.8% 16,82
1.3%9) - (1.35)
s1.6% s1.3%
(6.00) (6.01)
15.3° 15.6b
(7.47) (7.47)
0.3% 0.3°
(0.18) (0.18)
171.2% 167.3%
(23.0) (23.8)
19.78 . 19.73
(8.11) (8.15)

6,15 6.22
(11.43) (11.44)
27,63 -
(8.47)
- 10.1
(15.22)
- 23.0°
. (13.67)
- 34,12
+ (11.21)
0.14 0.14
25.1% 21.7%
12/1802 14/1600

‘

Standard errors of coefficient estimaces 1n the parenthesis. Unit of measurement
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’hourly wage rate relative to those who participated for 13 to' 23 weeks.

] " Y

\ . /

v )
Based upjn/&hesq findings, it would appear that the indepentdent effect of .

being a participant in an OT program is 27 cents per honr. Hongbér; since OT. is
.a much longer activity than JSA it.is not clear whether tﬁe rel ti&ely pbsitive
effect of the program is due to the length of training per se, orT,g an inherent
advantage of the OT program. To examine this issue, an additional variable has .

been added to the equation. This variaole meascigs the number of %eeks each in-

. - 3
LY . -

dividual ‘participated in a program in the following manner: o S
- -» ’ - .
o Length of Training: 12 or Fewer Weeks has a value of one 'if the . 7
participant was in the activity for 12 or fewer weeks, and . NS ’
zero, otherwise. - . . .

‘

o Length of Training: 24~36 Weeks has a value of one if the par-
ticipant was in the activity for 24—36 weeks and zero other- !
wise.

A

o Length of Trailing: More than 36 Weeks has’ a value of one if
the participant was in- th# activity for more than 36 weeks,,

¢

- and zero otherwise. o

The estimate of the coefficient on each of these terms measures the difference

between the wage rates earned by participants who are in one of these three groups
- , s ~ G"" N

" and those witq participated for between 13 and 23 weeks as the base gronp’for com—:

o
) .
parison, The results of adding the variables to the first equation are preséntéd
. . .
in column two of Table 4-10. B

As can be seen, the eﬁgeits of participant characteristics are nearly identical
s i

to those obtained from the first estimation. However, the estimate of the effect of

’

the OT relative to the JSA program has declined substadtially to 15 cents per hoor.

- . -

The reason for this decline is that participants in OT were in the program for a
\ “~N T

much longer period of time than participants in the JSA program. Thus, without the
length of training variables, the program variable captures thé effect of both‘the
number of weeks a participant was in an activity and the effect of being in or’

relative to JSA. When thése variables are entered separately, everything else equai,
g i

participants in OT earn 20 cents less per hour 'in comparison to those who partici-

pated for 13 to 23 weeks. For those participants who were in an-activity for 24 or ’ |

more weeks, additional weeks of‘program\parCicipation did not add to their starting

.
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o Although .there appears to be a positive relationship between earnings and °,

— N » .
duration of training, the fact that increasing levels of program participation

3

\ ‘beyoud 23 weeks did not add to earnings should be,of some concern to prime
E sponébrs. It c:tld be that ghe\ﬁbnger training pyograms were not well designed
. or that\ the longer prograﬁs offered’traihiqg in the:siower growing ;ccupatfon;.
Alternatively, since the duration variéble reflects a compogite of all t;aining
efforts, it c;uld be capturing the effects of either one or two longer'progvams,
or certain individuals who remained in‘a program the longest but did not perform
well. Prior to making final judgements of this findiﬁg, .prime sponsors should,
therefo;e, examine the reasQnéafor its occurrence if well directed efforts at
program improvement are to be accomplished. ) 4
In addition to %2nsidering the duration of‘program parti;ipatiqn,-the prime
sponsor will undéubcedly be aware:that thosg participants in OT whosge lehgth of
training is brieflgFe most likely those who dropped out and did not complete the
activity. Since these pd%tiéipants may alsc® earn 5£gﬂificantly lower starting
hourly, wage rates, it is necessary to control for Participants' completion status.
! -

//, To accomplish this, an additi;pal variable was added to the equation'sbecgfied

o
above. The variable has a value of one for an ind}vidual who. completed the .

&

activity and-a zero otherwise. When the’-equation is re-éstimated,_column 3 of .
Table 4~10 shows that, holding all else constant, program completion is important
: and leads to a 28 cents per hour wage advantage. Also, controlling'for their com-

pletion status, participants in 0T earn 20 cents per hour more than gg§ticipants

.
)

)

in JSA after controlling for pefsoaal characteristics and the length of the traiﬁqhg.

*

The prime sponsor may also be interested in the potential influente of job
= . ' 5
placement on participants' starting hourly wage rates. - Immediate placement in an

unsubsidized]job holds a unique position in the evaluation of hrime sponsor programs.
N 4
.0On the one hand, a placement is an outcome of an activity. When viewed from such a
A

perspective, variations in the placement variable would be explained by many of the

-

- demographic and program characteristics which have been employed thus far. “On the

: pa | e -
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other hand, placement is also a variable which c@n be used to explain why some par-

ticipants earn a higher starting Hourly wage rate and others do not. It is this

- .

latter approach which is used here.
To examine, the potential impact of placement and still control for completion

- status, four categories were created. These categories cover participants who:
£

-

) Were not placed aftd 'did not complete;

o Were placed and did not complete; <
-
o Were not placed and completed; and
, L o) Were placed and completed. - r

Since individuals in each of the latter three categories experienced more éosi-

q}ve.immediate program outcomes, it is anticipated that they will fare better than

the base group (those who did not complete and were not placed). Column 4 of Tdkle

~ o

4~10 shows that the effects of personal characteristics on the first hou?ly wage

/ @

. remain similar in magnitfude to those of previous equation estimates. The effect of

participation in OT relative to JSA is 20 cepts per hour, also similar to that'infq,

.

thé'previous equatiop estimate. For individuals who pdrticipated 12 or fewer weeks,

as in the previous equ‘at:ion, 18 cents less per hour is earned relative to those who ’.

participated for 13 to 23 weeks. . )

Estimates of the coefficients on each of the three newly created vqriables\are,

1

as expected, positive. However, the’estimate of the coefficient on the variablé‘for,

those who were placed but did not complete is not significantly differant from zero.
’ &

* . This shows that those who did not complete but were placed do not earh éigqificantl§ .
_higher starting hourly wage rates than those who did not complete and were not

] .
placed: For individuals who completed the program, whether or not they were placed,
r . ‘

~ s

, higher startiné hourly wage ratds are earned. These findings, therefore, indicate

- 1

that‘completion of an activity may very well be a more important determinaht'og the

hourly wage rate on the first post-CETA job than immediate job placement.

\
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The results shown thus far have concentrated on the starting hourly wage rate

of the firsf post-CETA job 5 The prime sponsor may also wish to estimate the same

’

set of equations for the wage earned on'the last or current post-CEIA job. Rasults
<+

for the estimation of such an equation are presented {in Table 4-~11. As can be seen,

estimates of the coefficients of participant characteristics are very similar to

.

those shown iﬁ the previous table. The actual valdes of the coefficients are, how-
ever,- somewhat larger, due principally to the fact that the average final hourly
wage rate,gg $4.26, while the average starting hourly wage rate is $3.97. For the

program variables, the same¢ basic patterns are shown in Table 4-11 as were shown in

. -
L

the previous analysis. There are, hdwever, two important differences. First, the
eftect of the OT program relative to the®JSA program_ is_now only 13 cents per hour
- as Opposed to 20 cents per hour for the hourly wage rate on the first post-CETA joh.’

This represents approximately a-35 percent reduction in program effectiveness over a
; X ;

six-month period. The second difference from the previoud results is the appearance

-
t

' of a more impcrtant role for immediate job placement. Relative to thdse who were
not placed and did not complete, the findings show that those who were placed and
. did'not complete as well as those who were placed and completed earned 39 and 41
M cents per hour more, respectively. ThoSe.who tompleted but were not placed earned
23 cents per hour.more. Thgs, both completion ;ndpplacem.nt play an_important role.
Hoqever, placement is soneqhat more important as shown by the 41 cents per hour

- ‘

more earned by those who were placed amd conpieted relative .to the 23 cents per

.

hour more earned by those who were not placed but completed. Over time, one's

L R 4 - .
placement status becomes more important in influencing’wdges » while at the.time of

termination, completion is the more influential @£ .the two
. . In addition to analyzing hourly wage rates, prime spoﬁsors may also wish to

use regression analysis to examine weeks of employmepl/in the post-program period.
r

An equation similar to that presented above is,in Table 4-12 for the total veeks

- ~ of post-program employment. This equation, however, includes only those terminees
s . / ' -

. -115-‘ . 4 -
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Table 4=11: Ragression Analysis of Final Hourly Wage Race
- “ - ¢ ’
: . . - , 63 o2 (3 (4)
O Agenle=19 D .« -65.0% -63.3% -63.8% “63.8%
. . (11.55) (11.54). (11.54) (11.52)
age: 20-26 ~44.3% 4,13 -24.,0% %284 e
’ v (8.2 (8.19) . (8.18) (8.18) )
. , age: A5+ -25.1° -24,85 -25.20 -26.7°
L. . (u.?. (1N83) (12.82) (11.80) \
Years of Educacibn Complecsd 1548 16.0* 16.1% 16.0° ’
B (1.62) (1.61) (1.62) (1.61)
Sex . ’ 59.8% 60.6% 61.6% 61.1% . < )
(7.19) (7.19) (1.22) (7.21) R
. . -
. Race i 1%.3° . la.5¢ 15.8° © o 16.2b
(9.00) (8.99) (9.01) (9.00)
* Haeks Esployed tn Year Prior 0.4% 0.6 . oub 0.10
to Prograa . 0.21) 0.20) (0.2)° {0.21)
| Conscant 186.9 215.0% 192,64 176.7% '
- (23.3) . (25.1) (27.8) (28.4) ‘
Occupacional Training 27.7* o 9.4 13.6° 12.5%
o (7.95), (9.51) (9.74) 9.79)
Langth of Traianing: 17 or - - =29.9% -27.9% -28.3* - :
Fewer Wetks J (9.79) (9.79) \ (9.78)
Langth of Training: 24~36 .- -3.8 ~4.5 -6.8 i .
Weeks (11.53) (11.52) . (11.56) :
Lcn'ih of Training: More than : 8.2 © 8.1 6.0
36 Vaeks L= . (13:68) a7, 13.70)
. Completed - C- 9.8 -
. (10.1) -
“ * .
Not Completed and Placed .- - C.- 39.3° : .
(18.09)
. Completed and Not Placed - R - - 22.8¢
. x . . (16.4)
. Complated and Placed - - - ' 41.64%
: ' . (13.40)
! . , * - Py
4 x2 0.12 0.12 £ 0.12 0.13
° 4 31,09 1 23.90% 22,262 19.68% ,
? . -
A Degrees of Fresdom 8/1783 1141780 . 12/1779 14/1777
. et ; . ‘
! b , (X = 1792) - ‘ . ’
, "Significant at che 1% level .
,bSignificanc st the 5T level : ’ .
CSignificant at the 102 level
Standard frrors of vcoefficient estimates {n the pareathesis. Unit of measurement
. is cents per hour. % >
. %A one tail test of the hypothesis 'that the toefficient is equal to zero, %s N
. rejected at the 10.05% level. )
A PR . -
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. Table é~12: Regression Analysis of Tocal Weeks Worked
, (1) ¢ S &) %) ¢ )]
. .- Age: 16-19 -1.29 -1.09 -1.14 ~1.18 ~1.10
(1.81) £1.80) (1.80) (1.30) (.77
. Age: 20~ : Q_ﬁ_}z -0.62 -0.28 y. 0.3 -0.19
(1.14) (1.13) 1.13) T (1.13) (1.11)
TAge: 45+ . =0.36 -0.31 -0.29 -0.28 -0.29
(0.42) (0.42) (0.42) (0.42) €0.51)
. Years of Education Compleced 0.31% 0.21* 0.22* 0.22% 0.212 '
. (0.08) (0.08) {0.08) (0.08) ' 0.08) °
Sex " 0.14 40.16 ~0.20 -0.13 ¢ Q.20
€0.35) (0.35) (0.36) (0.36) (0.35)
. . tace © 0.13 0.02 0.04 0.10 0.17
' (0.62) (0.42) (0.42) €0.42) (0.41)
. ' Weeks Eaploved in Year Prior 0.03¢ 0.03% 0.03% 0.03% 0.02°
. to Progran 0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) | €0.01)
‘ _ Conmstaat 16.62¢ 15.608 16.33% 15.143 * 13.48%
 aa 1-13) (1.22) (1735) @.an)
Occupecional Training 2.05% 1.91% 1.628 ,1.668 1.53*
(0.38) . (0.38) 0.45) . (0.57) ¢ (0.46)
Nuaber of Dependents 0.017 -0.06 -0.05 -0.04 -0.04
€0.1%) 0.15) - (0.15) (0.15) (0.16)
Ald to Families with -1.20% -1.07° -1.07° -1.06° ~-0.98°
Dependant Children (0.51) ' (0.51), (0.51) v (0.51) (0.30) -
A Y »
% Starting Hourly Wage Rate - 0.0063 0.006% 0.006* 0.006*
for Firsc Posc-CEIA Job (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)  (0.001)
Length of Training: 12 Or - RN -0.70° -0.59¢ -0.66°
Fevar Veeks . (0.46) (0.46) (0.45)
length of Traiaing: 24-36 - - - 0.47 0.45 0.16
. Weeks (0.54) (0.54) €0.53)
Length of Tralning: More - - -0.31 - -0.41 ( ~0.4S ’ .
than 36 Weeks . {0.64) (0.64) (0.63)
h Coxplated . - .- - 1.00° -
o . (0.49)
Not Completed and Placed - - - - 613
. . »(0.86)
Complecad and Yot Placed - - - ) - 0.19
] + (0.78)
< Complated and Placed » - - - - 3.53%
' - , . (0.64)
: [ . 0.027 0.04 , 0.06 0.04 0.08 .
r 5.4274 ,7-160 5.99% 5.88% - a0
’ Degrees of Freedom 10/1591 11/1590 14/1587 15/1586 17/1584
(¥=1602)
85ignificanc at che 1X level
bSignificanc at the ST level :
¢Significant ac the 10T level . ’ )
Standard errors of coefficienc estimatas in che parenthesis. Ucit of measurement is .
veeks.
: o -117-
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who worked after the program. \\
. ' . v

Many of the variables included in this equation are similar to those used
earlier. One new variable which was introdyced, however, is the hourly wage rate

on the first post~CETA job. This variable is an important element of this equa- A

tion because it‘is'generally thought that as participants' wages increase,.every-

.
-

.thingfjgse equal, they will be willing to work more. The number of dependents is

also fncluded because even if two in&ividuals receive the same wage rate, the in-

. Y
dividual with the larger number of dependents may tend to work less”due to home

care responsibilities. Similarly, individuals eligible to receive AFDC may also

tend to work less, due to the incentive structure of the program, even if they

‘receive the same wage rate as those not eligible for AFDC.

Table 4-12 shows the results,of this spries of equations. The finst version
of the equation is.pregenteé-in column one. The findinés show that as education
: s .
and weeks /employed in,the year befqge the program increase, weeks employed in the
post= gram period increase ag well. The estimate also shows that, as h&pothesiied,

AFDC tegipients‘work less thar non—reEipients. Also, participants in the OT program

-
-

work, on/;verage, two weeks longer than participants fn the JSA program. In the

,second column of the tabl¢, the.starting hourly wagé]rate is added as an independent

variable. The only major difference in the second equgtion from the firsg is that
the magnitude of the coefficient estimates has been reduced. 4
Having identified an initial version of the weeks of employment equat ion in

column 2 which adequateiy explains the employment experience of the participants,

. the prime sponsor may wish to study further effeets of the program by adding the’

length of training and the completion status of participants. As shown in column °

/ 3 of Table 4—12; individuals who participate in activities for brief periods tend

to work less, on average, than those who participate for 13 to 23 weeks.

As was indieated in the.discussion of the hourly wage rate equations;-however,
these results may be somewhat misleiging in that some _of those who participated for
the briefest time period may not have completed the progran and, thus, may not have

~
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obtained a full set of services. The;efore, the estimate in ¢oltmn 3 that par-
ticipants in OT work 1.4 weekg longer than participants in JSA may be too low. To
remedy this problem, column 4 presents an equation which includes the completion
variable. It shows that participants who complete an actiyitz work one week longer-
than those who do not complete. Also, this version of the equation shows that

' participants in the OT program work one and two~thirds weeké longer thaﬁ partici-
pants in the JSA proéram, greater than that observed in the third equation.

Finally, the prime sponsdr may want to study the effect that placement has on
' employment. To do this, the variables which measure completion and placement status
that were employed in the wage rate equations are uséd he;e also. Colﬁmn 5 sh;ws
the estimate of the eqhation with these variables included. There‘are\two noteworthy
;esultg. First, those indivi&uals who compl;ted and were placed and those who did"
not complete but were placed worked significégtly more Qeeks than those who Qere not
placed, indeéendent of whether they completed or not. This shows the importance of
placement in positively influencing post-progrem employment, and is in cont;ast to
the findings on the first post-program wage rate. Second, participants in OT tend

, :
to work one'and.é half weeks more than participants <in JSA programs.

These findings have clear implications for the prime sponsor. First, the
findings show the usefulness of multiple regression analysis in isolating the effects
@f participation in a program. Secondly, they reveal that, independént of the
characteristics of those reviewed, occupational training programs are significantly
more effective than job search assistance programs. 6 While this particular find;ng

‘may not be relevant to any one sponsor, it does.clearly‘show how follgw—up data qén

v

assist in making pfogram mi# decisions. Third, the f}ndings show fﬁat, regardless
of the program, certain groups of the enrollee population will not?benefit as much ‘
as othgrs. This is the case, for instance, with‘women, AFDC recipients, and those
wiéh limited prior w;rﬁ histér;es. ‘With these findings, prime sponsors would be |
well equipped with valuable information to use as the busis fordigfther exploring

. ] - - L T
the issue of what. works best for whom, and‘why. Finally, these findings indicate
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the need to carefully specify all aspects of. program participation since cﬂé dura-
tion of participation as 'w;ll as the complet%gnd/o{' placemen;: status has an'
important influence on each of the outcomes measures. It 1is important not to treat B
program participation in an aggregated fashion, but to provide information on
specific areas of programs that may warrant special attentidn.

. ‘Qg\ .

E. Skill Training Areas and Measures of Program Outcome

Tﬁe results which have been preseqted thus far have been of an aggregate or a
summa;y'nature. While they are useful for determining where, and in many cases, how
programs can be 1mprov§g, the prime sponsor may also want a more detailed examina-
tion of why program outcomes iiffgg,befaeen OT and JSA participants. Table 4-13
represents one way to address this issue, showing each of the four outcome measures

P

by individual skill training area. As can be se?n, §upstantial\differences exist
between‘the individual training ﬁrograms. Among'skil; training ar;as with higher
hourf;!wage rates and weeks of employment are computer, machine, metal and elect-
ronics related training, all of'which have higher hourly wages and levels of employs
ment than those produced by the JSA programs. These results partly explai;

the source of the post-pgogrém wage advantage experienced by OT participants. The
results also clgarly show the importance of the occupational selection process in
influencing post-program performance.” With this information, prime sponsors would

. . ’,

be in a better position to take those steps necessaf& to improve local pggformance.

”
\ .

F. Participants Not Employed at the Time of the Interview

An additional way to gain further inmsights into the results obtained thus'far
o : .
is to etamine the qualitaéive aspects of termigges' post-program labor market ¢
experiences. For exaé%le, élthouéh earlier findings revealed that 73 percent of
the terminees were employed at follow-up contact, infqrmation onlthe gtgtus,of~iﬁe

remaining 27 percent can be useful for identifying th%ae aspects of program &esign

requiring improvements. Table 4-14 shows that approximately 60 percent of those

s = «120- -

P perrer




. ; Table 4-13 Starting and Final Hourly Wage Rate bv '
. Skill Training Area for Occupational Training (N=2196) |
> . ) 7 - » ' 1
¢ LT .
Percent,-
Starting Hourly Final Hourly Weeks Currently
Training Activity Wage Rate? Wage Rate? Employed® Employed? Percent
Total ., 3.94 . .4.21 20.2 72.0 100.0. -
% Clerical Related '+ 3.56 3.76 20.7 75,0 29.7
N _ Electronics - 4.20 4.54 T 21.8 | 77.5 10.0-
Health Related '3.75 3.90 : 19.5 67.4 _ 5.3
Metal Related ‘ 4.72 5.12 22.0 63.6 3.1
Auto and Engine . 3.63 3.88 . 21.4 . 86.7 3.9 ‘
Food - - 3.44 3.61 17.0 " 58.5 3.0 .
Machine ’ 4.66 5.28 2340 83.5 1.9
“ Computer 5.57 s.a; 23.9 - 83.3 2.4
Printing 3.60 3.83 - 21.2 78.8 % 2.7
Maintenance 4.50 5. 06 2007 68.4 1.5
Carpentry 4.13 4.11 16.2 . 64.8 2.0
Accounting ~ 3.35 3.41 16.0 , 52.2 3.2
Other 3.94 4.17 18.6 67.9 . 22.4

38significant at the 1% level

Hourly wage rates measured in dollars per hour. >
” . .
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Table 4-<14:Participants Currently Looking for Work and
Methods Used to Seek Work and Participants 1
Not Currently looking for Work and Reasons
for no Job Search ' -
N
Occupational Training Job Search Assistance Total
N Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
All Respondents 626 71.5 . 250 28.5 876 « 100.0
4 4
¢ Currently Looking for ) ’ : ”
- Wwork * 358 57.2 157 . 62.8 515 58.8 . -
Currently Not Looking
fcr Work 268 42.8 93 * 37.2 361 41.2
- . )
Methods Used to Seek Work ~ ’
Training Agency 15 4.2 7 4.6 22 4.3
DES; 27 7.6 13 ¥ 8.5 40 7.8
Private Agency 13 3.6 8 5.2 21 4.1
Friend 20 5.6 4 2.6, 24 4.7
Newspaper 216 60.5 87 56.9 303 59.4
Walk=-in 50 14.0 17 11,1 67 13.1
School ) 1 .3 T3 2.0 4 .8
Other Co : 15 4.3 14 9.2 29 5.7
Reasons for Not Lopking
fo'r Employment ) Y -
Inadequate Training/skills 7 2.7 3 ) 3.3 10 2.8
Unsure of Myself 3 1.1 - -3 - .8
Personal Problems/Health 48 18.3 16 '15.2 64 18.0
Child Care/Pregnancy 83 31.7 . 6 6.5 89 25.0
Tired of Looking 7 2.7 4 4.3 11 3.1
Other 114 43.5 65 70.7 179 50.3




who were not employed at follow=~up contact Jere looking for work at the time of
the interview. The table also shows that of those individuals who were looking
for work, 60 percent of the OT participants and 57 percent of the Jsa participants
were using the newspaper as the major source for finding work. 1In addition; 14
percent of the QT participants and ll percent of the JSA participants were simply
walking into firms to identify job openings. While these methods may be an effec-
tive approach for some, more sophisticated methods cpuld be used, ‘especially by
JSA participants who had recently received training in job seekin% techniques.
While such a finding is not necessarily critical of the JSA program, it should
cause the prime sponsor to carefully examine the program. Such an'examination
should include a careful review of the types or job seeking techniques participants

‘ ’ 4

are being taught,

Finally, Table.4~-14 also shows €everal reasons why non-employed'participants

’

are’ not looking for work. Child éare/pregnancy is one of the reasons which appears
re . r

frequeﬁtly. This result should be viewed in’conjunctiom with the demographic hharac~

teristics shown in Table 4~15. This table shows that the distinguishing demoéraphic

* characteristic between those Ao;king for work and those not looking for work is that
- nearly 70 percent of those not looking are female whereas only 46 percent of those
looking are female. Therefdre, the prime sponsor may want to take a more careful

- look at the availabilitygof'child care facilities. It may be the case that many

women find it necessary to leave the labor market due to the lack of satisfactory

child care arrangaments. e

S ~This analysis of follow-up data has provided several illustrations of how
/follow-up data can be used in a simple and then more sophisticated manner to -assess

program performauce. Although it .does not reflect all the possible‘ways that
follow-up data can be ‘used for local planning purposes, it does provide a‘first step |
for those prime sponsors interested in examining the posﬁzprogram performance of
their local employment and training programs.

.

Pr ’ ’
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‘ Table 4-15:Distribution of Participants Not Currently Working
' By Demographic Charactéristics

, ‘ /
. Looking Not Looking \
‘e ) ‘ Number Percent Number Percent
ALL RESPONDENTS . © 515 .  58.8 36l 4.2
», . 1 . .
AGE h
. v 18-19 T . 82 ' 15.3 58 15.5
) ’ 20-24 153 29.1 , 113 i 30.7
25-44 211 40.5 147 40.1
. 45 and over . 66 12.2 ¢ 41 Io.s .
/. * U ,
« EDUCATION:
v .8 and less _ 57 11.1 : 28 7.8
i 9-1% 171 33.2 116 3%.1
' 12 211 41.0 157 43.5
13 and over o 76 14.8 b 60 - 16.6
¢ o SEXa . ’ ‘
+5 Male . . 277 53.8 109 30.2
Female * - : 238 46.2 252 69.8
' RACE :
¥ _White 347 67.5 217 - 60.3
‘ .. Black , 112 21.8 95 ., 26.4
« Other . - 55 10.7 . a8 13.3
- AFDC ' ! .
) Yes ' 58 11.3 o7y . 19.7°
, ' . .No 457 88.7 s 290 80.3 .
) B .

"
~

- . -~
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' FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER FOUR »
’ ;

1, Officially, "the Department of Labor calculates the rate of job placement as
follows: , . .
e ) \ .
Number of Job Placements X 100
'Total Terminations - Intertitle Transfers

2. This does not mean, however, that placement into unsubsidized employment
- will lead to gains in long~term employment ard earnings. The degree to
which job placgment is a reliable predictor of gains in post-program earn-
ings is yet an unresolved empirical issue. For a review of existing
*  evidence see:

, Borus, Michael, "Indicators qf" A Performance", Industrial and Labor Rela-
tions Review, Volume 32, No. 1, October, 1978, pp. 3=14.
[]

Gay, Robert, Validating Performance Indicators for Employment and Training
Programs, U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration,
Office of Research and Development, Washington, D.C., April, 1978.

haat . Geraci, Vinéent, and Chrietopher King, Employment and Training (CEEZh\;;ogram
Performance: Long-Term Earnings Effects and Short-Term Indicators,\{gyversity
of Texas at Austin, Department of+Economics, December, 1980.

'

3. * For a more complete discussion of the issues related to the use of pre- and .
post-comparisons, see Chapter Two, Sectibn II.A. LT
£
“ -
* 4, Tests between means (simple averages), are a useful statistical technique

for outcomes, expressed in continuous terms, such as hourly wage rates, weeks
worked or earned income. Such outCome measures can be compared across any
number of program strategies or population subgroup categories. A second
- * technique which may be useful is contingency table analysis. This approach
relies’upon the cross-tabulation of two variables, typically a program out-
come and a particular demographic or programmatic subgroup of the population,
and allows prime sponsors, through the use of a "chi-square" statistic, to
‘ determine if a statistically significant relationship exists between the two
variables. v

[

5. For a review of the nature of job search assistange programs see:
Wegman, Robert G.,."Job Search Assistance: A Rev ew", Jofrnal of Empqument
Counseling, Volume 16, No. 4, December, 1979.

-

6. For 23.4 percent, the area in which training was received was unidentifiable. )
For about 25 percent of these participants, the area of training was not .
available from the Prime Sponsor MIS. For the vemaining 25:percent, enroll-
, ment was in a particular training in which only a limited number of in- /
dividuals participated. s
w. ~—" -
7. This effort recently became part ¢f a region—&ide effort to develop the pro-
gram evaluation capabilities of prime sponsors. The work has yeceived joint
funding from the Massachusetts State Employment and Training Council (SETC),
individual’ prime sponsors, and the ETA, U.S. D.0.L. For complete documenta-
tion see:

-125- v
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Zornitsky, Jeffrey, Glen Schneider and John Dorrer; The Deyelopment and Use

of Local Evaluation Systems: An Employment and Training Perspective (Pre-

pared for: 0ffice of-Poligy, Evaluation

d Research, Pwpldyment and Train~

ing Administration, U.S. Department of La¥®dy; Washington, D.C., September,

1980.) .
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[; ' ‘ 1Y
v - AN EMPIRICAL COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE SURVEY METHODOLOGIES:
RESULTS OF memm AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION FIELD STUDY

Introduction"//”/’—”‘-?—cr '

. < .

For some years now, prime sponsor follow-up systems, as have been described in

.

;his Technical Assistance Guide, have been operating in many of the prime sponsors
in Region I. As fiscal year 1982 begins, twenty-four of the twenty-five prime
_ Spi ;ors in the region are engaged in Participant follow-up and their joint efforts
constitute a regional evaluation system. The follow-up projects operated:by each
. , of the twenty-four p¥ime sponsors génerally employ the telephone interview method

v

- as a way of locating, contacting and interviewing participants. In fiscal ygar

1979, available data reveal that the telephone interview method has led to 57 per-
’

cent of the terminees being contacted and 51 percent completing interviews. An
interest arises out pf this experience regarding“the.use énd potential advantages ° A
of alternative follow-up survey methods, particularly in terms of the number of
terminees who would be coq;acted and_intervigwed, the quality of the resulting
data and the overall.survey coéts. In response to these issues, the Employment
and Trainjing Administration, U.S. D.0.L., re?ently funded a survey researéh study
in Regions VI and VII to test alternative survey methods. The purpo;é of thi;
appendix is to report on this st%gy.
This appendix is composed of three sections. Section I is a discussion of the
study's survey design. This design required that participants be randomly aivided
into three groups, each of thch would be located and interviewed by one of three
' survey methods; telephone, personal vi§it or mail. \Section 1I details the specific
contact, location and interview strategies used in each of thesé'three methods.
Section III presents ;he findings of the study. These results are divided into five
areas: 1) a review of the demographic characteristics of those participants in-
cluded in the study; 2) a discussion of the‘aagn;t?de of participant contact and ‘

interview completion rates; 3) a study of the determinants of the contact and com-

* pletion rates; 4) a review of the quality of the collected data for each method; .

' |

and 5) a presentation of the costs of using each method.

| - B-1
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4 >The results presented in Sectiﬁn IIT should be relevant to most prime sponsors.
JEFigure B-1 presents the distribution of the ratio of population to land area for all
prime sponsors; that is, population demsity. The figure shows that more than two-
thirds of all prime sponsors encoﬁpaSS geographic areas that have fewer than 750
£ péople per square mile. Four of tge’five primé_sponsors included in this study have
pppulation densities in thé same ;Qgge. At the opposite end of the scale, 19 percent
of all pfime sponsors have population densities greater than 2,600 people per squarb’

mile. One prime sponﬁor included in this study has a population dehsity in this

range.

I. Survey Design °
For this ;tudy, approximately 800 participants were chosen for éollow—up. of
these participants, roughly half terminated from CETA Title II funded programs
operated in Region VI an% half from programs operated in Region VII. Based upon
regional enrollment figures for Title II, the sample was designed so that 75 percént
of the participants terminated from Title IIBC and 25 percent from Title IID. -In
. prec:l:se terms, 784 participants were incluyded in the follow-up sample. Of the 784
. participants, 395 were individuals who participated in programs operated in Region
VI and 389 participated in programs operated in Region VII.
The Region VI component of the research was undertaken by the Center for thé
Study of Human Resources of the University of Texas atlAustin. As is shown in”
Table B~1, the participants included in the survey terminated during July and
August of 1980 from Title II programs operated by the Capital Area Manpower gonsortium

.t

and the Alamo Manpower Consortium.

v

The original intent of the study was to follow-up participants who terminated

during August 1980 six moqshs after thei; termination. However, the two prime ;,:)

~ ,

sponsors involved in Region VI did not have sufficient numbers of Augusi.:erminees

between them to result in a satsifactory distribution. The Capital Are Manpower
* T
Consortium had 80 Title II terminees in August, and the Alamo Manpower Consortium

B~2

142



~

A Figure B-1
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by Prime Sponsor in 1980

o
\
44.2%
19.3% 18.8%
t . * ’
5.1%
4.3%
or .
i 2‘.1% 2-6 :O{ 1.9 1.7%
o ? 500 1000 1500 2000
Population per Square Mile
X,
l| .
Capital Area Manpower Consortium 85 s
Alamo Manpower Consortium 101
Kansas City Area Manpower Consortium 260
Balance of Jackson County 525
Independence City - 2324
~




-y » ‘
’ '« R ‘Af‘ ~ ;
s A . e, \
Table B-l: Distribution of Participants by P‘rime Sponsor, -
! Month, and Title Subpart of Termination
< Region VI Region VII
Kansas City )

- Capital Area Alamo Area Percent Percent .
Manpower Manpower Manpower Jackson by By Title °
Consortium Consortium Congortium Independence County Total Month Subpart

” :
. N 3
Title IIB/C
- —_—
June . . [ Al -
1980 - - - - 30 30 5.1
July - ’
1980 33 - 71 - le 15 135 23.1
August .
1980 . 56 206 82 50, 26 420 71.8
Total for
Title II °
B/C 89 206 153 66 71 585 100.0 74.6
Percex}t , &
by Prime
Sponsor 15.2 35.2 26.1 11.3 12.1 100.0
Title ]% .
July
1980 19 - 47 4 2 72 36.2
August ] .
1980 24 57 39 2 5 127 63.8
l ’
Total for > - .
Title A
IID 43 57 86 6 7 199 100.0 25.4
Percent
by -
Prime
Sponsor 21.6 28.6 43.2 3.0 3.5 100.0 *
r .
Total . 132 263 239 72 78 784 100.0
Percent !
by !
Prime . € . -
Sponsor  16.8 33.5 30.5 9.2 9.9 100.0




%

' . .
had. 519, 1f a sample of 320 had beggj&rawn from the Alamo Manpower Consortium and
added to the 80 terminees from the‘Cagiyil Area Manpower Consortium to maﬁe up the
400 terminees needed for the study, it‘was,felt that the Alamo Manpower Consortium
would have dominated amy effects observed in the data. Instead, all 80 August
terninees and all 52 July terminees weré in;luded in the sample for the Capital
Area Manpower Consortium. Thus, a 100 percent sample of July andhAugust terminees
was taken for this prime sponsor. For éhe Alamo Manpower Consortium, 206 terminees
were randomly selected from the 430 Title IIB ferminees, and 57 terminees were
randomly selected from the 89 Title IID terminees, resulting in a total sample of .
395 individuals from Region VI. These final figures are reflected in Table B-l.

Thé_gecond component of the study included 389 individuals who cerminated from
programsqoperéted in Region VII. This component of the study was undertaken by . ,
Human Reso;rceé Data Systems, Inc. As is ;héﬁn in Table B-l, the participants in-
volved terminated during June, July and\Auguét of }980 from Title II programs
operated by the Kansas City Area Manpower Consortium, Independence, and Jackson
Coun’ ' P;ime Sponsors.

As|was the case with Reégion VI, in Region VII there were not enough termine;s

’

in August 1980 to create a sample of sufficient size for the study. Therefore,
all genmin;es from the month of July 1980 were inciuded in the sample along with
ali{the August terminees. In addition, 30 participants who terminaged during~June
1980 from programé operated by the Jackson County Prime Sponsor were included as
well, .

During January 1981, participant informatiow was collected from the Manage-
ment Information Systé;s (MIS) of the five prime sponsors. The Participant Informa-
tion Form (PIF) concaiped‘in Appendix F was used fo;/this purpose. All of the data
elements lis;ed'on the PIF were soug@% for each participant. Once each of 784
participants includgd in the study was identified, and the PIF for the inéiv ual\

completed, the forms were.placed in numerical order according to the identification

numbers assigned to the participants by the prime.sponsor. Thogse who were to be

~

. -
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the mail survey method.

interviewed by the telephone method were selected by\choosing every third partici-

3

pant beginning with first participant. Those who were to be interviewed by the

s e~ p

personal visit method re selecéed by Ehoosing every third participant bégiqning
with the second participant. And finé{ly, those pargicipants who Qere ;o be part
of the mail survey were selected by choosing every third'participant begt7ﬁing with
tﬁe third participant. ’

Table‘B-Z présents four demographig characteristics for all of the ;érticipants
selected for fyﬁlusion in the study, by contact method. From thé table, it can gé
seen that, genexally, the characteristics of participants in each of the subsamples-
are the same. Whi;e there is some variation across gethods, the chi-square test of
sig Ficancévhas been applied for eachr of the four characteristics, and, in every
case, gt has been concluded that there is no reason to reject Ehe null hypothesis
of independence at reasonable levels of significance. One place where some varia-

tion which is mildly disturbing does occur, is the education charac:e%iétic.,'For

-

. ’ B
the/ total sample, 16 percent of the participafits have completed 13 or more Jears
of /education. For the telephone subsample, 22 percent have achieved this level of
education, whereds for the personal visit subsample, only 12.5 percent of the par-

ticipants have the same level of achievement. +

.

II. Location, Contact and Interview Strategies

At the end of January 1981, each participant incllided in the sample was sent
= ' s
a letter explaining the purpose of the upcoming interview and stressing its

voluntary .and confidential nature. Interviews were undertaken in February 1981

and used the telephone inzzxview method, the personal visit interview method and s

ch of thése methods is outlined in this sé&ction.

. -

/"\ * ' .
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Age

16-19
20-24
25~44
45-64
Total

Years of Educgtion

h Less than 8
9~11
12 7
13 or more
Total
Sex
Male
Pemale
Total

Race

Black

t vhite
Hispanic
Other*
Total

Table B~2: Denngfhghic Characteristics of
Participants by Contact Method

Telephone

Number Percent

Personal visit

Mail Survey

NumPer Percent

Number Percent

Total
Number Percent

S

36
106
95
18

255

21

90

20
57
258

118
140
258

91
93
69

258

*Includes American Indian, Alaskan, Asian and Pacific Islander.

PN

14.1
41.6
37.3

7.1

100.0

8.1
34.9
34.9
22.1

100.0

45.7
54.3
3100.0

35.3

36.0
26.7
2.0
100.0

36
1ol
99
15
251

929
102
.32
256

114
142
256

91
9l
73

256

9.0
38.7
‘398
12.5
100.0

44.5°
.55.5
100.0

35.5
35.5
28.5
0.4
100.0

.

<

39
117
1ol

11
268

25
106
929
38
268

128
142
270

107
85
72

6

270

147

Wb
S uwd
O 9uaOo

35.5
26.7
2.2
100.0

11
324
295

44
774

69
295
291
127
782

360
424
784

289
269
214

12
" 184

v

4

14.3
41.9
38.1
5.7 .
100.0

8.8
37.7
37.2
16.2

100.0

45:9
54.1
100.0 .

36.9
34.3
27.3

1.5

100.0
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felephOne Interview Method'_

At the beginning of February, interviewers initiated the process of contacting

and interviewing each of those participants who had been assigned to the telephone

_interview subsample. At the outset, interviewers called participants between

4:00 p.m. and 8:00 p,m. at the telephone numbers which were available from the
prime sponsor MIS. The initial‘éall led to one of two possible outcomes. First,

At
in some cases, the participant was immediately contacted and was then asked to

complete the interview If it wak not possible at that time for the participant

, to complete the interview, arrangements were made to call back at 'a time which

was more convenient for the participant. ‘Second, in many other cases, the partici-

pant was not ilmmediately contdcted and a'variehy of location and contact methods

s
was then employed in an attempt to locate the participant.

The methods which were used to lqcate and cortact members of the telephone
“interview subsamfle can be grouped into five categories. First, callbacks were made
T v .
for a few consecutive evenings. If contact was not made, the participant was called
\

back at various times during the day for, a few consecutive days., Second, for those

participants who had given the prime sponsor the name and telephone number of a -

friend or relative, the contact person was called in an attempt to ascertain the

location of the participant. Third, when ﬁore current “information was required, the
local telephone dire;tory‘was utilized, and, when necessary, directory assistance
was also contacted. Fourth, when'the prime sponsor MIS indicated that the partici-\
pant had been job placed at te;mination, if the information wh; available, the

) !

employer with whom the participant was placed was contacted. In some cases, the

>

participant was still employed by this employer and arrangements could be made to

. %
complete an interview. If 'the participant had left this employer, a forwarding

-

gddfess or telephone number was sought. Finally, a cross-listing'city directory

was used, when necessary, to identify neighbors who might knogﬂggw to contact the

- v

participant.




3

One location and contact method which interviewers did not haye- the option

* of utilizing with the telephone interview subsample, was to actuaﬁly tfavel to the

L
. .

most current address available for the participant. Interviewers wefé limited to

location and contact methods which involved the usé of the telephone as the priﬁary

resource and minimized the use of travel. Finally, it should be clear that if, at

R
any point duriné the search process, a participant was located and contacted, an

offer to czaplete an interview was made. If it was not then possible to complete
the .interview, arrangements were made to call back at a more convenient time.

Telephone interviewers used the questiomnaire contained in Appendix C.

~

~
€

Personal Visit Interview Method ‘ ) 4

For participaﬂts who had been assigned to the personal visit interview sub-
sample, the procedures utilized to }ocate an& contact the participénts were vir-
tually identical to those outliﬁed for the teléﬁhone interview method. However,
the personal visit ‘interview method’also had available to it an additional location
;nd contact method. It was permitted for project staff to pursue a contact{through
field work. In other words, if a preliminary phone contact was not made, the in-
f‘ terviewer could visit thegfddress given by the participant. In cases in‘which par-
ticipants were not lo;ated at the givén address, the interviewers could use the '
opportunity.to ask neighbors for potential leads as to the participants' whereabouts.

Aside from the additional search procedures, the personal visit interview
method also provides that lnterViews be conducted in person. Thus, once the Ra;ti—

cipant has been located and contacted by telephone, an appointment is made fdr a

time when the interview can be.administered. The in-person interview utilizes the

re

same questionnaire as the telephone .interview.

.

4 .
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transmitted to the Massachusetts ‘Department of Manpower Development.

"‘III. Findings of the Field Work

’

Mail Survey Method
- 5& ,
For those participants who were assigned to the mail survey subsample, a

cover letter and the survey instrument were sent to the most recent address recorded
- N .

in the MIS, on or about January 26, 1981. As completed mail survey questionnaires

were returned, each was reviewed to determine which responses were usable and which

were Hot. ‘It was then necessary to code the responses in a manner consistent with
’ -

the coding of the telephone and personal yisit interviews. For questiomnaires

which were returned and not completed because the questionnaire could not be
delivered by the postal service, other location methods were employed. These methods

included city telephone directories, cross-listing city directories, neighbars and

4 N
employers. Interviewers, however, did not have the option of using two of the

location and contact methods. That 1s, interviewers could not attempt to reach the

participant by telephone or actually travel to the most current address available

for the participant. ) *

e - -

A second mailing was undertaken on or about February‘13. Those participants

who did not return comﬁleted questionnaires by that date, or whose questionnaires

-

’
were returned as undeliverable but for whom new addresses had beén obtained, were.,

t : ,
sent a second set of mail. survey materials. \ ‘
, \
As each interview was completed, in both the telephone and personal visit
ﬁethods, it was checked and coded by the interviewer. Each completed mail ques-<

tionnaire was algo reviewed and edited by the survey managers at each of the two

sites. Finélly,*che data were entered inco\a computer system, cleaned, and then
. ~

.

L4 . : - . .
This section presents findings regarding the use of each of the three._survey

. *

methods, The discussion of the results is divided into five parts. First, the

demogruphic charactéristics of those participants who completed an interview are

B-10
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~

presented. Second, the proportion of participants who were contacted by each

method and the proportion of participants who completed interviews by each method

N *

are calculated. ghe location @nd, interview strategies used ip each method are

analyzed to determine the reasons for some participants not having completed the
- .

- int:erv:j.ewé.“ Third, the determinants of the contac%'anql completion rates are

studied in détail. Itfit:ially; both concac;t and completion rates are broken down

©

- by demographic and program characteristics. This analysis is extendgd by employing

multiple regression analysis to identify the separate effects individual demographic

-

.and program characteristics have on comtact and completion rates. “Fourth, the com-

, . pleteness and consistency of the data are examined for each of the three methods by
: b )

ide\t'xt: ifying «certain checkpoints within t:he.ques't:iontiaires which allow for ahalysis

‘ -

to determine which of the-methods led to the applicable sections and questions

-, . . v ¢
being completed most. often. ,Fifth and finally, the costs of locating, contacting
. e .

and interviewing participants by each method, as yell as cgding and checking com-

pleted quest:i‘onnaires;,‘are calculated. This cost analysis, when combjned with much

of the p;éviogs:aﬁalysis, permits *some determination of the cost~effectiveness of

- the alternative survey methods to be made. o

Demographic Characteristics of Respondents

Table B~3 presents the demographic characteristics of those participants who

°

o °

completed an interview or a questionnaire. The table shows that the age, sex and
Face characteristics of those who responded are very similar for each of the three

contact methods. It is only the education characteristic where significant deviay
. . 1 ' .
-, tion occurs. Twenty-two percent of the respondents in the telephone interview

- -

subsample had'l3 or more years of edycation. By compgrison, only ten percent of
the i‘é‘épon@gnts in the personal visit and mail surveys had 13 or more years of

- educarion, Thus,:‘ if a prime sponsor elects, to use_the telephone interview method,

‘4t may be that, a\.more highly educated sample will respond relative to the personal

) -visit and mail Survey methods. Since more hi'ghly"educat:ed individuals tend to

‘as"‘ ’-,'_ c. . \ . . N . . ) 3—11*




Table B-3:Demographic Characteristics of Respondents by Contact Method

- .
‘N}a .
Telephone Personal Visit ‘ Mairl Survey Total
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
~ 353 " : '* 2
) 16-19 19 16.5 16 15.7 ‘9 18.0 44 16.5
20~24 40 34.8 38° 37.3 21 42.0 . 99 37.13
.. 25-44 49 42.6 40 39.2 15 30.0 104 39.0 %
45+ 7 6.1 K 7.8 5 '10.0 20 7.5
Total ’ 115 . 100.0° 102 *100. 0 50 100.0 267 100.0
c
Years of Education . . \
' 8 or Less 5 4.3 12 11.8. 3 5.9 20 7.4
9-11 41 35.3 32 31.4 22 43.1 95 35.3
12 44 37.9 47 46.1 . 21 41.2 112 4l.6 .
13 or More 26 22.4 11 10.8 5 9.8 42 = ..\15.8
\\\ Total 116 100.0 x02 100.0 51 100.0 269 100.0
sex . L] N . .
- Male 44 37.9 48 : 47.1 19 37.3 111 41.3
Female 72 62.1 & 54 52.9 32 62.7 , 158 58.7
Total' . 1le 100.0 . lo2 100.0 51 100.0 269 100.0
Y Race t '
Black 35 . 30.2, 35 34.3 16 31.4 86 32.0
Whi te . 42 36.2 37 36.3 23 45.1 "~ 1lo2. 37.9
Hispanic . 39 . 33,6 29 28.4 12 2375~ g0, 29.7
Other* - - 1 1.0 - - 1 0.4

Total 116 100.0 102 100.0 51 ~ 100.0 -*'269 100.0

sincludes American Indian, Alaskan, Asian and Pacific Islander
Csignificant at the 10% level

\ : (//\.
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experience greater labor market success, the telephone method could lead to a
more optimistic view of program outcomes than would be obtained if one of the

alternative methods was chosen. ‘ '

N Contact and Completion Rates

A primary issue of concern is the nature and magnitude of the response of par-

. ,' L
ticipants to each survey method. Table B-~4 shows that the propdrtion of participants

. - -
. who were contacted and the proportion who completed interviews vary by the contact .

. N . J
method., The table shows that 48 percent of the participants were contacted in both

the telephone and personal visit.surveys. However, in the telephone method case, :

45 percent of the participants completed the interview, while in the persomal visit
. i

interview case, only.éo percent of the participants completed the interview. Members

of the mail survey subsartple are assumed to have been conta if the-Postal

]

Service did not return.che mailed questionnaire as undeliverable. Therefore, as

would be expected a relatively large proportion of the mail survey subsample was

N .

eonsidered to be contacted,.an 80 percent contact rate. However, as is frequently ;

the: case with mail’surveyg,'the number of individuals who completed and returned

‘-

the survey was small. Only 19 percent of the mail survey subsample completed and

b . :
returned a questionnaire. X
" One might expett the’ contact rate for those participants in the personal
& visit subsample to have been higher than for those participants in the telephone

interview subsample. This difference would arise because interviewers had the
additional alternative of visiting the address of the participant to attempt an
N interview: In.practice, hovever, interviewers were very reluctant to visit an

address Jithout previously having made an appointﬁeggﬁ_~la\fact, this alternative

. was employed only infrequently. Therefore, the contact rate was virtually

‘identical for both the telephone and personal visit methods.




Table B-4:Contact and Completion Rates, How Contacted and Reason for
Non-Comp letion by Contact Method ’

) ) . ) .
Telephone Personal Visit Mail Survey Total
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Contact Rate? 123 47.7 124 48 .4 224 83.9 471 60.1
Completion Rate? 116 45:0 10l 39.5 51 18.9 268‘ 34.2
How Contacted ’
Intake Phone No. * 109 85.8 101 80.8 - - 210 44.1
Directory Assist. 2 ,1.5 2 1.6 - - 4 0.8
Went to Home - - 3 . 2.4 - - 3 0.6
Employer 3 2.4 1 0.8 - 4 0.8
Prime Sponsor 6 4.7 9. 7.2 - , 15 3.1
* Relatives, ‘Friends,
Neighbors 6 4.7 7. - 13 2.7
Mail : - - - - 224 100.0 224 47.0
Other 1 0.8 2 - - 3° 0.6
Total 127 100.0 125 100.0- 224 100.0 476 L0000
. Reason for Non- -
Tompletion— ——— + — -
No Phone No. on Intake 10 3.9 5 2.0 - - 15 2.9
Wrong No. on Intake 24 9.3 1o 7.4 - - 43 8.3
Disconnected Prone No. 22 8.5 27 10.5 - - 49 9.5
Unpublished Phone No. 4 1.6 3 1.2 - - 7 1.3
Out of Stdte=Phoné - 1 0.4 0 0.0 - - 1 0.2
Moved, No Address 25 9.7 28 10.° - - 53 10.2
Could Not Find 39 15.1 34 13.3 - . - 73 14.1 °
Appointment Not Kept o - 0.0 8 3.1 - - 8 1.5
* Refused to Answer 5 1.9 10 3.9 - - 15 2.9
Refused to Complete 0 t 0.0 5 2.0 - - 5 1.0
Could Not Complets 1 0.4 0 0.0 - - 1 0.2
Language Problem 1 0.4 0 0.0 - - L1 O.ZI
Mail* - - - - - 219 100.0 219 42.4
Other 10 3.9 16 6.3 - - 26 5.0
Total 142 100.0 155 100.0 219 ’ 100.0 516 100.0

*The reason mail survey subsample menibers "did not complete a questionnaire is unknown. .

a‘Chi-Squa.r:e test significant at the 1% level.
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Table B-~4 also shows the sources of inforpacion which were used to obtain

-a contact with the participants. Of those individuals contacted by either the tele-

-

phone or the personal visit method, over 80 percent of the contacts were made by
means of the tele;hone number obtained from the prime sponsor files. Such a result
is impof:ant evidenge supporting the notion that one very productive step which
ptime spomsors can takg to pqtentially iﬂbrovexconcact rates is to obtain one or
more current telephone numbers during an exit interview at termination. In fact,
95 percent of the participants contacted by either method were contacted by means
of the telephone nufiber obtained from the prime sponsor”file, by means of concacg
with {riends or relatives or by means of other sources of info;mgcion available
from the prime sponsor. Thus, obfaining a current telephone number during an exit
interview both for the participant and a friend or relative, as well as making a

concerted effort to gather all information about each participant available through-

out the prime spohsor, should enhance the ability of prime sponmsors to locate and

contact participants.

Finally, Table B-4 presents the reasons for not having completed interviews

with certain participants. rom the top of the table, it can be seen that the com-
pletion raEe is much lower/for the personal visit subsample than for the telephone
interview subsample. he reasons for non-completion, also shown in the table, in-
dicate that the difference in the completion rates results from members of the
personal visit interview subsample refu;ing to complete an interview by\Sailing to
keep an appointment, refusiﬁg to answer, or refusing to complete the interview.

Apparently, participants prefer the comnvenience and relative anonymit:‘y that the

telephone interview allows.

Determinants of the Contact and Completion Rates

In addition to studying the contact and completion rates by survey method, it
is also of‘interesc to examine the manner in which contact and completion rates vary

by demographic and program characteristics. Table B-5 shows that of the seven

. " B-15 ~
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Table B-5: Completion and Contact Rate by Demographic and Program Characteristics

> .

’

Contacted* Completed Intédrview
Number Percent Number , Percent
Total 247 48.1 268 . 3422
Age " .
16-19 W19 52.8 18 40.0
20~-24 98 44.1 . 88 33.1
25-44 109 51.2 29 36.0
45+ : \ 18 51.4 ) 47.2
~.Education
. i
8 or Less 18 \ 40.9 20 28.2
9-11 ' 85 45.0 96 32.5
12 104 2.2 112 38.5
13 or More 40 44.9 - 40 "wg, © o 31.5
Sex ' ' .
Male 99 . 42.7P 109 30.3°
Female 148 52.5 159 . 37.5
Race ’ . -
Black 77 42.3 85 31.7°
White 90 48.9 104 38.7
Hispanic 78 54.9 78 36.4
Limited English - Q
Speaking Ability -
Yes 5 . 38.5 5 20.0 -
No 242 48.3 262 34.6
Number of Dependents.
- .
* Zerxro . 62 49.2 - 67 35.3
One , ’ 74 46.0 77 30.7 )
TwWO 42 48.8 52- * 36.6,
Three . . ‘28 44.4 30 ~ 33.0
Four - 11 44.0 11 26.8 .
Five ) 16 69.6 14 56.0
Six 14 46.7 17 38.6
Aid to Families with Dependent
Children . o
. Yes ' 47 . 55.3 49 39.5
No 200 46.6 . . 219 33.2
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, Table B-5: (contipued)

Contacted* Completed Interview

Number Percent Number Percent
r ion ' ()
vI 132 50.2 132 33.4
viI %‘ 115 - 45.8 136 35.0
Activi
On-the-Job Training 26 48.1 21 26.9
_Occupational Training 93 46.7 103 34.0
Public Service Employment 70 53.0 74 . 37.2
Other . 58 45.3 ' 68 33.8
Title II Subpart /
IIBC ' 177 46.3 195 . 33.3
IID 70 53.0 73 36.7
]
Placehent . ‘ : . c .
Yes g 84 65.1% 76 44.72
No-- 163 42.3 192 - 31.3

*Only the telephone and personal visit interview subsamples are included in the calculation
of the contact rate. ’
achi-Square test significant at the la level
Chi-Square test significant at the 5% level
Cchi-Square test significant at the 10% level ,

B-17
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-
demographic characteristics.used, the contact rate 1s systematicaliy related otiz'
to the sex of the participant ’ That is, the table shows that women tend to be
easier to contact than men.‘ The table also shows that of the four program charac-
teristics listgd, the contact rate is systematically related only to placement.
With regard to tpe intervi;w completion rate, two demographic characteristics are
of importance. Women tend to complete interviews more often and blacks tend to
comgiete interviews less often. In addition, as is the case\with th; contact rate,
the completion rate is higher for those participants who were placed at termination.
Since it is very likely that the placement rate and some demographic¢ characteristics
are closely relattd, the use of multivariate statistical techniques is appropriate.
To this end, two sets of linear regression equations have been estimated. Thel
first set of equations attempts to identify the determinants of the contact rate.
The second set of equationgm;ttzaﬁts to identif{ the det%rmihantg of the completion

-3

rate. : ., .

Table B-6 presents the hypothesized relationships between the independent vari-
. ables and the dependent variables, the contact rate and the completion rate. For
the first set of equ;tions, the dependent variable has a value of one if the parti-
cipant was contacted and zero if not. The data which have been used td estimate
this set of equ;tions are combined for the telephone and personal visit subsamples.
Due to the inability to verify contact in a mail survey, the mail survey subsample
has been eicluded for this portion of the analysis. It is hypothesized that the
personal visit interview method will lead to significantly more participant contacts.

)

For the second set of equations,_the dependent variable has a value of one if the

participant completed an interview and zero otherwise The data which have been\used“

- ¢

to estimate this second set of equations include all three subsamples. In this case,
it is hypothesized that the personal visit interview method will lead to more completed

interviews and the mail survey method will lead to fewer completed interviews.

.
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Table B-6: Hypothesized Relationships Between Contact and Completion

Rates and Demographic and Program Characteristics

Contact InterviewCompletion

Method

Telephone Base ’ Base

Mail Not Applicable -

Personal Visit + -+
. ) v

Age '

16-19 . - -

- 20=24 * * -
25-44 . Base Base
45+ . - -

Years of Education Completed +

Sex B

e Malq R JUUUE U E——
Female Base

Race

White' N Base
Black *
Hispanic *

Limited English

Yes -
No Base

No. of Dependents ) +

)

AFDC ot ) .

Yes ' . +
No Base

Placement

Yes . +
No S . : Base

Region -

vI
vIiI Base

-

- Variable negatively related to dependént varfiable.
s - * Relationship between variable and dependent variable indeterminate. - -

ERIC | B-19° 1"59
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For the remaining independent variables, it is hypothesized that participants
in the 16-to-19 and 45-and-over age groups will be contacted less frequently and
complete intexviews less often than participahts " the 25-to-44 age group. No

. S

hypothesis is advanced regérding the behavior of those in the 20-to«24 age group
. - s

relative to members of the 25:;0-4& age group. For those parficipants with higher
levels of educatign it is thought to be easier to achieve contact and to obtain a

completed interview because of a greater familiarity with research generally and‘

\

. ’
survey research in papticular. No hypothesis is advanced about the relationship

between the sex or race of the participant and contact or completion. Because of
the ;resence of language problems, thcse with limited english speaking ability are
thought to be more difficult to contact and interview. Given greater child and

home care respousibilities, those participants with more dependents;are hypothesized
to be easier to contact and interview. The incen;ive structure of the AFDC system

creates a situation in which redipients are assumed to be at home with greater
)
~ c *‘ o % . -
frequency and thereby may be easier to coiftact and interview. Those participants

D

who are placed in unsubsidized employment by the prime sponsor generally remain in
a relatively compact geographic area and, therefore, ;re more frequently contactéd
and interviewed. Finally; no hypothesis is advanced regarding differences which
may exist acéoss regions or the sites which conducted the field work.

Table B-7 presents the results of estimating a set of equations which attempts
- 2

Ca.;o identify the determinants of participant contact. In the first equation, the

only independent®variable included is a variable which has a value of one if the
. ‘gdrticfp;;t was a member of the personal visit interview subsample and zero other~
wise. _The results presented in Table B~7"show that tkere is no significant
difference betweéi the contact rates of the telephone and the pprs;ﬁal visit iﬁter-

-,

. view subsamples.
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' Table B~7: Regression Analysis for Particiéani Contact?*

— ) ) ! )
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) .
Personal Visit 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0. 04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Age 16~19 - 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.03 -
’ (0. 09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09)
Age 20-24 - ) -0.05 -0.04 -0.05 -0.06
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
3
Age 45+ - ‘ 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03
(0.m9) (0.09) (0.09) (o.oq%
Years of I-:ducat:ion‘ - 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
. \} : . ) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Sex - -0.08P -0.08° -0.08° -0.08°
. {(0.04) (0.0Q4) (0.05) (0.04)
Black - -0.07° -0.07° -0.07° -0.06
R (0. 05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Hispanic “ - é “0.08% -0.01 0.07 0.04
: (0. 06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.07)
Limited English T -0.19° , =0.17 . =0.1% -0.19°
; (0.15) o7 (0.14) (0.15) ¢0.14)
No. of Dependents - 0.5 2% o.0P o 0.02° - 0.02°
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
aFDC' - . 0. 04 0.05 © ", 0.04 0.06
: (0. 06) . (0.08) (0.06) (0.06)
Placement - - '\‘ 0.24% - 0.29°
: . ~ (0.08) ) (0.06)
Region - - - - 0.0l -0.12°
. - (0.05) (0.06)
. . ” ,
Constant . 0.482 0.33° 0.31° 0.33P 0.36°
(0.03) (0.16) (0. 16) (0.186) (0.16)
7 0.0 N .04 .0l .05
F - 0.46 1.52 2.982 1.39 3.06
Degrees of Freedom 1/501 11/491 12/490 12/490 13/489
xS‘,’l.gm'.ficant: at the 1% level. :
Significant at the 5% level. \
‘,cSignificant at the 10% level. .
Standard errors of the coefficient estimated are in parenthesis. Dependent variable has a
yalue of one if the participant has been contacted and zexo otherwise. Cogfficient estimates
have been rounded to the nearest one hundredth for ease of presentation.
. B-21 _
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The seacornd equation presented in Table B-7 introduces a series of demographic
variables into the equation. The first result to note is that the estimate of the
coefficient on the per;onal visit variable did not change with the introduction of

the additional variables. This confirms the result that the contact method is not

\ . .

related to the participant's demographic characreristics. The second result to"

note is that the estimates of the coefficients on the age and education variables

- are not significantly different from zero. The results also show that females,

Hispanics and parcicigants with a large number of dependents are more likely to be
contacted, while blacks and participéqts with limited english, speaking ability are
le;s likely to be contacted. ) ’ \\\

One reason for having undertaken the estimation of these'equatio;; is the
realization that being placed in unsubsidized employment is not only related to a
number of demographic variables but also to having been contacted for an interview.
Thus, to examine this issue, a ;hird equation has been estimaEed\Yhich includgf a
variable which has a value of one for partiéipants who are placed;%nd zero other;‘
wise. Column 3 of Table B-7 indicates that the inclusion of the placement variable
leads to three interesting results. First,Athe personal visit methoé is nét more
likely to contact participants. Second, the coefficient estimates dn the Hispanic
and limited english variables are‘now no longer significantly iifge;enc from zero.
This is because Hispanics tend to be placed more often and those with limited
english speaking ability less often. Thus, in the absence of the placement temm,
these variables were capturing the effect of placemenf on contact. Third, it can
be seen that the coefficient on the placement variable is positive and significantly
different from zero. . /. »

An additional reason for having undertaken ;i% estimation of these equations is
the-possibility tﬂac the region in which the project operated has an important
effect. Column 4 of Table B-7 ‘shows that when the placemeﬁc variable is taken out

and the region variable, which has a value of one if the participant was in Region

VI and zero if the participant was in Region VII, is added, the coefficient ‘estimates

B~-22 s/
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are nearly identical to those presented in Column 3. This is because the region
variable' is relatively highly correlated with the placement variable. Thus, in
the absence of the placement variable, the region variable attempts to play the
same role.
Finally, Column 5 of Table B-7 presents an estimate in which both the placement 1
and the region variable are entered. Again, it can be seen that there is no

“

digference between the telephone and personal visit.inte;Giew method. In addition,
females,-patqicipagts with limited english or a lafger number.of~dependents, thosé
who are placed and those in RegioanII are more iikely to have been contacted.

Because-blacks tend to be placed in unsubsidized employment less often and are more

VY A
likely to be found in the Region VII part of the sample, when the placement and

region -variables are entered into the equation, the black variable has no separate

A .

inflgince. -~ .

In addition to the above analysis, the same set of equations has also begn
e;cimaced when the dependent variable is the éoméleti;n status of the interview for
the participant. .Firsc, Table B-8 shows that, welative t;‘mémbers of tﬁé telephone
subsample, the members of the mail survey subsample are less likely to complete an

<

interview, and members of the personal visit subsample are about as likely to com-
plete an interview. Second, the sex and the race of the participant play a much
ess important role in compléting an interview than they did in inicially contacting

the participant. However, as was the case with the previous set of equations, partici~

pants with limited english speaking ability are less likel} to complete an inter-

* 3 >

view and those with more dependents are more likely to "complete an interview. Such
. AN

a set of results is not unreasonable. ile they may be more or less difficult to

contact or locate, males, females, es,'blacks and Hispanids, once contacted, .

are, all equally willing to be interviewed. Limited english speaking ability.is an

-

impediment not only to cdntact but also to interview completion. Although it is

not intuitively obvi?ué why, it appears that individuals with larger numbers of

v

dependents are not only easier to contact but are also more likely to complete

B-23 -
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[ ' _ Table B-8/ Regression Analysis for Interview Completion
| :

i * a

(1) (2). (3) (4) (5)
Mail -0.423 -0.422 . =0.422 -0.412 -0.38% -~
’ (0. 05) (0.05) ‘ (0.05) (0.05) (0.06)
Personal Visit -0.05 -0.05 ~0.05 -0.05 -0.05
. (0. 04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) , .
Age 16-19 - 0.02 0.03 0.02 - 0.01
. (0.07) (0.08) (0.07) (0.07)
. \
Age 20-24 - -0.04 -0.03 -0.04 -0.04 %
‘ (0.04) (0.04) - (0.04) (0.04)
_Age 45+ - 0.05 0.06 - 0.05 0.06,
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)
'y Years of Education - 0.01 0.01 0.01 Cc.01
‘ ) (0.01) (0.01) (0,01} (0.01)
Sex ' - -0.05°¢ ~0.05 -0.05°€ -0.05
, (0. 04) (0.04) (0.04) (0. 04)
Black - -0.06% -0.07¢ -0.06 -0.05
‘ ' (0. 05) . (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
L
Hispanic_ - 0.04 -0.01 0.05 0.04 ,
. (0. 05) (0.-05) - (0.05) (0.05)
Limited English - -0.17° -0.17¢ -0.17° -0.19°
. (0.12) (0. 12) (0.12) (0.12)
No. of Dependenth - 0.01° 0.02° 0.01° 0.0%
(0. 01) (0. 01) (0.01) (0.01)
AFDC - 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04
: (0. 05) (0. 05) .0.05) ~.{0.05) -
a ... a
Placement - - 0.14 - 0.19 .
(0. 04) (0.05)
. . b .
Region - - - -0.02 -0.11
{0.05) (0.05)
. \
Cons tant 0.452 0.362 0.35% " 0.372 0.39%
\ (0. 03) (0.13) (0. 13) (0.14) , (0.13)
&2 .10 .10 : L12 .10 - .12
F 34.572 6.822 7.20 6.31 7.05
Degrees of Freedom 2/611 12/601 13/600 13/600 14/599
Significant at the 1% level. ¢

Significant at the 5% level.
Csignificant at the 10% level. ' ' ) -
Standard errors of the coefficient estimates are in parenthesis. Dependent variable has a
value of one if the participant completed the interview and zero otherwise. Coefficient
Q timates have been rounded to the nearest one hundredth for ease of presentation.
58 ' v 164
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‘the interview. Third as is the case with the first set of equations, those par=~"
ticigants who were placed in unsubsidized employment and those in Region VII are

mote likely to have completed an interview.

11
[ : ;% R ’ “ ‘
. : Data Quality - ! RN r ' ’ T )

Another iSsue of ‘primary concern is the quality of the data which are generated‘

5

by each of the three survey methods. Data quality in the present context refers to

-

the consistency and completeness of the'data set which results from the use of any
.one af-the three contact methods. It does not refer to quality in the sense that

the data accurately reflect the true values of the variables for edch 1ndividua1

- .28 such true values are not known Rather, the purpose of this section is to make

' ¢ ¢
an assessment.of the use ofuthe questionnaires with\each .0of the three methods.
! Table 8-9 presents schematically the eight checks ‘of complebenessland con~ " ¢
L x . @,ﬂl\.
sistency to whidh the data have been subjected. " To illustrate the mapner in which

these checks were done, Table B-9 1ndicates that choice No. I involves completing

~

. ‘ ) Section‘III on the telephone and personal visit questionnaire or questiogg 2 to 5

on the mail survey questionnajre if the respondent was not working a: the time the

pfogram endeda As,a check of completeness, the percent of those interviews %n

-t

o . which, Seqgtion III or questions 2-~5 should'have.oeen completed, but the interviewer

- chose -not to complete them, hds been calculated., In short, the percent of .inter-
1. { -
. ‘views which were completed with an incorrect choice'is calculated for each contact
i »
' method. Similarl\T)Table B-9 also indicates that Skip No. 1 involves a skip to .

T

. »

.

« ., the appropriate hext question depending on the response to question!l4 in the tele-

phone and personal visit questionnaire or huestion 3 on the mail survey question-

N 'oé “ .
1

naire. Again, as a check of consistency, the percent: of those' intérviews in which

‘

e
an incorrect skip was made has been calculated for each contact method .

'
- v
. N
S
. hd N
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Choice or Skip
Number

Choice No. 1
Choice No. 2

Choice No. 3

Choice No. 4

Skip No. 1

Skip No. 2

3

Skip. No. 3

Skip No. 4

.

Taﬁle B~-9: Plan for Checks of Consistency and Completengss
of "Follow-Up Questionnaires 1

s )

i

Labor Markét

' Situations Visit Questionnaire

Telephone and Personal

ﬁRespondents who were not Section IIX
working at the time program
ended . . -

Respondents who had one or -
more jobs

Section IV

-

Respondents who had more Section V

than one job . :
Respondents who were not
working at the time of

. the interview

Section VI

-

Respondents who were not working -~ 14
at the time program ended, .

look for work every week, yes .-

or no K

~

Respondents who had one or 21
more jobs and who left their
first job : R

Respondénts who had more than - 25
cne job and who were not
working at time of interview

Respondents, who weré not . . 28
-~ working at the time of the
interview and were looking
for work, yes or no .

B-26
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~

\
~

Mail Survey
Questionnaire

; Section or Question Number

»

Q. 2-5_

Q. 7-16

17-23 or

24-32

Q. 17-23 or

24-33

Q. 34-39

15 or 31

3l

o

v
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Table B~10 presents the results of these eight checks. It can be seen that

the personal visit method results in a more complete and consistent data set.

’ b4

However, relative to the data set produced by the telephone method, the difference

-

3 }n the quality of the personal visit data set is small. In seven of eight in-

-

stances, the absolute number of errors Qiffers by only one, or not at all.

The mail survey questionnaire, in contrast, resulted in a data set of sué-

- -~

“stantially lower quality than .the other two. In order to test the ability of the
t ‘ .
mail survéy to yield a data‘sef which was identical to that generated by the tele-

phone and persond{r;ZSit questionnaire, a somewhat lengthy mail survey questionnaire

was required. A close reading of the mail survey questionnéire‘will reveal that in

.

> *
order to simplify the instructions required to use the questionnaire, some questiops

- .

are repeated two or three times, basically to allow far differences in the tepses
of:verbs. In spite of these elaborate attempts at simplification, the error rate is’
high fo; several of thé checks done on thé’mail survey data. In particular, Table
B-10 shows that in cases where more than‘éne'set of questions may apply, such as

choice - No. 3 and skip No. 2, the error rate is notably higher. However, it is of .

-

some interest to note that the c¥for rate for choice Nos 2 is not substantially
higher than for either of the other two methods.' Without physically examining each

questionnaire, it is not known whether those respondeﬁts who have held more than

l

one job had greater difficulty completing the questionnaire or if the coding of ‘-

responses undertaken by project staff members is the source of the difficulty.

*
a

Measures of Cost-Effectiveness

A fipal issue of concern is the cost of collecting data for each of the three

methods. The cost figurés included in this analysis generally include ouly the’
time the interviewers spent searching for and inter%iewing participants. For_ihe t
. .

telephone interview subsample, interviewers were required to sbend time attempting

to locate every member of the sample. This time was spent utilizing the contact - °
‘ . A

methods outlined above. For those indiy;&uals_who were located, time was also

+

~
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Choice No.
Choice No.
Choice No.

Choice No.

Skip No. 1
Skip No. 2
Skip ko..3

Skip No. 4

\#

W .

> -y, £

Table B-10: Check of bonsistenqy_pnd Completeness
of Follow-Up Questionnaire ’

(Pexcept Incorrect) ' . o
, o A
&'V . ']
. “ %3 ‘\" ‘ . N
: . Télephone . . -~ Personal Visig,
) ‘.4; N d
6/36 (17%) . 6/38 (16%)
< I
7/87 (8%) 5/78 (6%)
’ “ /26 (19%) 3/26 (11%), ¢
. 3/51 (6%) 3752 (6%)
’ é
2/36 (5%) C1/38 (%) T C
’ 6/45 (13%) 7/49 (14%)
. 1/51 (2%) 2/52 (44
. 0/51 (0%)" *oo/52 (o) .
. p
‘*i’:
Pd
s
~
( ! ‘
) , : iE~J
L
Y ¢
«
’ A~
&
B~28_

168

.

[

3396 (on) .

-~

Mail

0/20 (0%)

r

*

* 5/6+ (83%)

0/25.{0%)
“A“f,.
“ﬁ.

'l/ZO,SS%) "

4/11 (36A)
2 >

/25 (12%)

0/25 (0%)

v

N

»



spent administering the interview. For the personal visit interview subsample,
interviewers were also required to spend time attempting to locate every member of

the sample. However, for those sample members who were located, time was spent

~

initially arranging an interview time and date, traveling to the interview, and
finally, administering the interview. For the mail survey subsample, time was

spent preparing the two''mailings and coding the responses contained on each ques-

PR

tioanaire a; it was returned.

These cost figures Ao not include two areas of cost. First, the figures'ﬁo
not include time spent in supervising by the survey manager, or in checking and
editing completed questionnaires by the interview;rs. Second, each completed in-
terview must be keyphnchéd and entered into a computerséYsgem, and the resultiﬂé

data must be edice& and cleaned. These costs of the data processing related

activities are not included in the cost figures as they do not vary by contact

method, and therefore do not affect the relative cost of each method .

’

Table B—~1l presents the cost figures for ‘each of the' contact methods. It can-

be seen that in terms of total cost, the persqnal visit interview method is the

I

most cosﬁly, the mail survey method is the second most costly, and the telephone

v

interview method is the least costly. Because the mail survey is assumed to con-

tact all the participants for whom questiomnaires are not returned as undeliverable

by the postal service, the mail survey yields the highest contact rate and the .
lowest cost per contact. waever, given the relatively small number of completed

interviews which results from the mail survey, it yields only the second lowest’
. py .

cost Eér completed interview. Although it might-be anticipated that the mail sur-

, vey would be less costly because no interviewer costs are incurred, the substantial
A .

investment in time required to homplete the mailing and .code the, responses 1is not
. - lad 'y

. *

offset by a higher number of completed and returned duestionnaires. .




Table B-1l: Total'Cost, Cost Per Contact and Cost Per Completed
Interview by Each Contact Method and in Total*

. Telephone . Personal Visit Mail Survey Total
Total Cost $127.61 $715.90 $197.74 $1,041.25
Number of Participants ‘ : ‘ .
Contacted ] 71 8l 125 257
Number of Interviews
Completed . 60 44 . 30 134
- Cost/Contact” $ 1.80 $11.73 s 1.58 s 4.05
. Cost/Completed Interview $ 2.13 $ le.27 . $ 6.59 $ 7.77

»

F ) ]
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The table also shows that the telephone interview method is the least costly

method and that the persomal visit method is substantially more expensive. This

-

large difference between the cost of the two methods is due primarily to the time

spent iraveling as part of the personal visit method. The personal visit method

also Envolves two contacts wifh the participant. The first contact is the initial | -

¢
v -

telephone tontact to arrange a time for the interview and the second contact is the

s L]

T . in-person contact to administer the interview. This result points to the relative

efficiency of the telephone interview method as a meané of locating, contaéting:and

- »

- interviewing participants.

I ' : :

. “The table shows that even in the case of the education charactgristics, the deviation
is small. The Chi-Square test indicates rejection of the null hypothesis only at the
10Z level. )

2'l'hese equations are estimated by employing the ordinary least squares (OLS) method.

It is well known that when the dependent variable is a zero-one dichotomous variable,
- the coefficient estimates are biased when OLS is used. However, as an approximation

OLS has been employed to obtain the estimates which have been presented here: See:

~

Pindyck, Robert S. and Daniel L. Rubinfeld: Econometric Models and Economic Forcasts;

(McGraw Hill Co., New-York, 1976) Chapter 8, pp. 237-264.

. B-31 _ .
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PRIME ,SPONSQR TOLLCW-UP PRCJECT - .
CETA TITLE I2
PARTICIDANT FOLLIW=.P? ZUZSTICNNAIRE ’
- - . ‘9 * -

° Svery tox should “be ‘il‘ fn. 1fa quescion i3 not answered 3o not leave the Soxes blanx.
':uuu, $511 zhen 1% wvich one of the following codes unless di‘.‘fe:e".: messiag value scdes
are svec:fied: " «

. 7 = iLf che respondent relises to answer
Y 8 - 1Z the Juestion is 5ot applicadble
9 - 1f the raspondent does ot know
Terminee’s Naoe: - S
Telephone:
Address: )
Other Phone/Cantact Informacion: N
. - N

Card Nusber:

I.D. Numner: T
*
L3
Date Tine Soments Inzerviewer
!
3
' *

3 17,
Pripe Sponsor I.D. Number: . r [‘J l I J l r l l

Date lnterview Ccmpleted:

-

TIILJH

(mo.) (day) (vyr.)

How canucud: {Code only the lasc xethod/strategy used %0 contact r‘qs;ondnn:.)
v .

1 = Prine Sponsor Intake Informazion
2 = Zmployer/School/Other Prime Sponsor Records
' 1 = Post Office Correczion/Follow-Up Mailings

- ———

"4 = rFriends or Relatives

5 » Telephone Dizectory/Diyectories
6 = Other

3

- 24

‘




av nama 1S . . . . am 2alling Zrom '

e ars gerforming an evaluation cf zhe TETA $ragTanm in w~nlch

vou parzicipatad about six —ontas #Go. You nave prozaply racaived 3 letiir from

33 zecently, =elling You asout nig stucy. I would lika 2 asx /ou some Guesliions

about what you =hought of ne CITA grogram and Wrnat you nave tean, 0LAT Sincs you

lefz =he progran. Do ycu have tine now?” I3

“Hallo,

SZCTICN I: PESPONDENT'S VIEW OF THE PRCGRAM ,

“
[

*Phe firsc serzes of Suastions nas <o do with your views of the IEZTA pregram.”

) ) 25 26
i. What was your MAIN reason for enrplling 12 tne CETA program? ,
' ' 3
0L » To Get a Job 05 = H.5. Diploml/ﬁ%ﬁ N
32 = To Gat 2 CETA Jeb 06 = Bas:c EZducation Services
03 = To Leern A Skill or Trads 07 = 7o Leazn Inglaish '
04 = Needed Money 38 = QOther !
. . 27 '
2. 11 things zonsidered, how would you rate the CETA pragram? »y
. . 2
. (Read zhoices to respondens) -
1 = Ixcellent 2,{ secd I= ?AL{/. .4 = 2zor
8. What was =he 3EST =hing about tne TITA pregram?
)
4. What was tha WORST thing abcut tie CETA program? {
~ .
3. How would ‘veu improve zhe (STAR program?
t4 . ¢ .
P
- \: . -
~ t N “ ,ﬁ ~
* .
> g . /;»‘::,_.
L4
. . ,
oy,
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- » . »

A ——— o — 7 L} — e —— ) - — . - - . -- - o ..

1880

S MTWTF S . ;e

AP2IL i .
12345 ‘ .
163 174 185 195 -{g {é g 3ETORE STARTING: (Circle :?u date oke_ tarminee e'n.dcd the CETA program and today's
daze on thw, calendar at left, Work backwards on the calendar
20 2122 23 24 25 26 covering ‘:h; santire time Period as 7ou fill out zhe chart below )
7282930 : fil che chazt below }
MAY N T T T  ———
1 23 .
45678910 “Now I would like %o find out what you have been do1ng i endyrng your CSTA program, that
S 111213141516 17 13 becwsen fdate anded last progran) * and now. I would like %o
131320212223 24 stare by asking vou about what you are doifig now. and then ask you a series of guastions
2525 27 23.29 30 31 abouz your activizias during the past few months. B
1 leNZE 3 4 ’5 s 7 6A. “thich of the Zollowing activities are you doing currenzly?® (Read 5 Activities to
. Respondencz)
8 910111213 14
g g g g 39 20 g Activity Code Activities , - i
4252% 2 5 7 )
29 30 -1 - Working
Jury 2 = Attending School > GO TQ QUESTION 7 (In Chart)
' 12345 : 3 - ;\:;mdlnq a Training Program . 4
67891011 P Sezvin .
- g in the Armsd Forces
;g %‘;’ %g %g %: g %g 5 =  None of These : _._-——-'\50 TO QUESTICN 11 (Ia Chare)
a2 29:30-31 63. "%afore :!n:.. which of the following activities waze you doing?” (Read § Activities
AUGUST o112 to Responden:) _ ; ’
34567289 ’ N . -t
101112131415 16 Activity Coda Activities \
PRERNEE L Lo  —
31 2 =- Attending School . /Go TO QUESTION 7 (In Chart) .
SEP:I'E.‘ASER 3 - Attending A Training ?rogranm
12 3.41{56 4 " = . Serving in the Armed Torces . ’
« l7 8§ 910118213 s =  None of These >*o T0 QUESTION 1l (In Chart)
415151718 8 20 ’
% 2BUBH7 { REPEAT QUESTIONS 3 THROUGH 12, AS APPLICASLE, UNTIL I¥E INTIRE POST-?POGUAM PERICD
29 30 IS ACCOUNTED FOR) .
OCTO3:R .

1234 [Activity } 7.what is the | 8.Where 1S it |(I2 Working) [(If Working) fLl.When [l2.When *
56789101 Code Company/ located? 9.what does |10.What s/ did aigd of
121314151617 18 School this was your you you Heexs
19 20. 21 22 3 24 25 nace? company N jop zitle?] ‘ begin?] sTop?

26 27 23 29 30 31 do? . (Go 1O
NOVEMBER 1 B : Q. 6B)
234567178 s

9 101112131415 b PRESENT
16 17 18 13 2021 22 - -
Banrasn |,
DECEM3ER - <

123456 ) '

78510111213 i -
l‘: %5 lg 171819 20 -V
A2232525221 o \ =

- 222933131 _ /

10 8 . $) . /

~ o~
SMTWTF S
JANUARY 6) .

123
456782910 N
111213141516 17 ‘7’
. 1819°20 21 22 23 24 r - [

55228291031 P ' .
FEBRUARY A -

1°2 3 4567 13. Are any of these jobs "CETA jobs"? o .
§ 91011121314 . : ' ’/-)
1516 17 1819 20 2! If Yes: ‘hich ones? (Clrzle row nunbes) v
RBBBBAR 1£: WORKING AT TIi® INDED paocn;;(éuso Tgo Sig'!‘égi*__!‘é" -
Y ORXING AT TIVE ENDED P 43 70 SECTIC!

h MARCH ’ w‘%-z_\a..—n—' STCTION VI E.
. N0 JOB SIMCT LEAVING CETA: GO TO S¢ 2

123 4567 * .
g 51011121314 s Yo *
151517 13 19 20 2t 17':’
ggg §I 252521 2 J - .




SICTION IIZ: NOT WORXING SRIOR 70 THE ZIRST JCB AFTER CETA

(fob. Resgondents Who Were Moz Working At The Tizme The Program Inded)

“vou' sa1d that between leaving CITA and vou did not work. ‘
. I would Like to ajk a few questions acout cnat weex cine.” Y, .
. 28
3. Oid you look for work during avery week 2f that tims Feriod? 1 = Yes 2 =0
- - i 14
, IF YES: GO TO SECTION IV -
. IF NO: GO TO QUESTION 13 '
. - 29 30
" 15, How 2any weeks did you lock for work during that tise? . [
. 15
(IZ£ 1008 of che =ire): GO TO SECTION IV
N (22 less than 170V of che =ime): GO TO QUESTICH i3
( 31 32
16. DOuring the time when you did net loox Zor worx, wnat 4as cne UALY N
1
N reason? o . 16
21 = Selieved No Work was Available )6 » Ili Heal:zh, Physical Disabilizy
. In Line of'Work or Ah\a 37 = Couldn't Arrange cChild Care
92 = Couldn't Tiad Any Work 3§ = ?regnancy ° .
73 = Di1d Not Want to Work 09 = Jther 2Personal dandigap in
. N4 = Zacked Necessary 3chool:ung, Tinding a Job R
. Trainilag, $xill or Experience 10 = Other -
0§ = Tmployers Thougnt Tao Young or ] .
. Toc Old ,
\
° <
SECTION IV: TNFORMATION” ON THE FIRST OR ONLY SIPLOYER AFTER CETA
"Sow I Would Like To Get More Iiformacfon About The Job ?ou Held (Are Holdings At )
as a ' "
(Company Naoa) (Job Title) " . ~
. 33 34
17. How Did You Find Out About This Job? a
. 17
. 31 = CETA Agency X 95 = E‘:Qnds or Relatives I
R 92 = Zmployment Off.ce/Job Service 06 = Answered Newspaper ad,
. 03 = ?rivate Employmant Agency 0\7 = Other
< : 04 = Contacted Tmployer Directly
., PR 35
Y 13. What was your starting hourly wage race? T,
-~ ’ o ' 18 s
42
( . 19. What vas (is) your final (current) hourly wage rate? DB | l
43 44
, 20. How many :hours did (do) you usually work ,per week? K [:—r]
~ 20
i b '
.
21l. (If no longer working for this emplover) T
: 45 46
wWhy did vou leave this job? * . r
' 21
~ ) 91 = Unsatisfactory Work Conditicns or ° 07 = Reached Retirement Age
« Arrangements (Hours, etc.) 08 = Laid Of% Dye to Poor
* 02 = Sound Higher Paying Job < Susiness Condizions
Q3 = Rezurned o School ' 09 = Temporary or Ssasonal
04 = Froblems with Child Care ' Job Ended ,
JS = Pregnancy * 10 = Dismissed/Fired
06 = Il1 Healzh, Physical Disability 11 = Other
.
, .
. ! L]
M
~ <
a
’ ! A . .
&) ' 1 7 6 .
- .- o -] '_' - -




SEOTION Vi INFORMATION ON CURRENT/LAST IMPLOYER IF ‘QRS THAN SNE IMRLIYZR ASTER CIFA

“NSow I w~ould l‘.ku:? Jet nore informatidn ibout ne Job vou're noldiag vow (lasc (oo

vou heid) ac 13 2 . '
. (Company Name) WJob Tazle) .
N §7 30
22. What wvas your s$tArting 10Urly wage rata’? , l
225 ‘ I l '
* ‘ yar
oL 3

-23. what is {was} your Burrent (Z£inal) hourly wage zite? > ' ' i
- ) 233 o [
55 %o

24. iHow zany hours do (did) vou usually work per weex?

2 ) =T
25. (I£ no longer working for this employer) : Wity did vou Leave zhis Job? |
* 25,
Jl = Unsacisfactory work conditions 26 = I11 Heal=h, Physical Disabilizy
Arrangments (Hours, etc.) Q7 » Reached Retizamen: Age .
2 = Tound Higher Paying Job 08 = Laid 0ff Due =0 Psor Susiness
03 = Rezurned To School ", Conditions .
04 = Problems with Child Care 09 = Jemporary or Seasonal Joo Ended
3S = 2regnancy 10 » Jismissed/Fizad
il = 2cher
N y/
] .
SECT!OhVI: POR RESPCMDENTS WHO ARE NCT SURKENTLY HOR.Kjé
v_/; \v
“You said j aave ot worked since . I would like =0 ask vou
a few questzionld akout thls wesk paricd.
M 59
6. Have yYou looksd for work? 1 k= Yas 2 = o .
) %
60
27. Hdw dany of the weeks have you actually looked Zor w~orx? i
27
b2
528. Arja you currently lcoking for work? 1l = Yes 2= No ¢
., 28 ‘ I
<__-( 7as =o 28: Ask Cuestions 29 and 30, Then Ask Question 32 and 23)
« . 63 54
29. How are you looking Zor a job? (Ligs wo wavs) I
. 29 I |
31 = CETA Agency 05 « Friends or ‘Relatives
92 = Eaployment Office/Job Service 06 = Answering llewspaper Ads 63 66
03 = Private Zoployment Agency 97 = Cther l
04 = Contacting Employers Directly .29
o/ b3
30. Whag do you think is the YAIN reason yqu have not been able %o find work? D:]
30
91 = No Jobs Availadble . 0% = Lack of Tools, Licenses
02 = mployers think oo young 06 ='Language Problems
or too old 07 = Police Record
03 = Lack of Skills, Schooling 08 = Transportation Problems
or Experience 09 = Other
04 = Lack of References”
(T€ No <o 28: Ask Questions 31 through 33} . ,e
- 69 70
31 What are the two MAIN reasons you are 23t looking Zor work? I
. 31
01 = Believes no work 1s available 06 = I1l health, physical disabilizy .
in lins of work or area. 4 07 = Can't arrange child care 7 72
02 = Can't Find any work s { 98 » Pragnancy
03 = Do not want to work 09 = Other personal handicap in finding 31
Q4 = Lack nhecessary schoonn‘g, a job
skills or expsrience 10 = Other . s .
0S = Employers think too young . . L
or tco old —_— - . .
. , 73
32. Are you available for work righe now? 1= Yas 2= No 12 ' I

. b .
33. Are there any other things you would like =0 tall us akout the CETA program?

. <
.

N * « THE INTSRVIEW IS COMPLETE. PLEASE. STOP. -
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SUMMARY SECTION
{The suxpose of =his seczion i =0 summarize e .nicrmasion satnéred :n tne Tacle
2 Seczion IIL) cl 2

' Card Number: 0 s

L ¥ .3, Numper: ﬁ{/ ‘ {31 [ L 1w l J

Pars I: g‘ga::.on of Lakor rket Aczlvizies uh zne PIst-Frocranm Pericd

o

A Number of Weeks 3etween Daze Znded Program and Tollow-Up Interviaw: llo
A | /

3. Numker of weeks Spent Working on Zacn Joo:

. i+ Firsc Job: 12
)
2. Second Joo: | ) 14
J 2
3, Thaizd Job: 16
3
4. Fourth Job: . ) .8
4/ \
3, Current/last Job: o 20
* S
»
(Add 3.1 througn 3.5) oral | :
-———q
b —d
C. Number of Wweks 1n School When Not WoOrking: / , 24
! [of
. . Number of Weeks in Training When Not Worxing: : // 26
|
5. upber of Welks Spent in Armed Forces: ' / 28
K E \
' * T. Number of Weeks When Not Working, Not :a 5Scnool, Not in a N -
~ Training Program and Not 1a Armed Yorces:
15  3acuesan 2@ of Progranm . ‘ e
and First Job: 30 ;
: 2.  Before Second Job: 2
. 2
© 3. Before Third Job: . 34
3 " /
4. Before Fourth Job: 36 . ‘
‘ } - .
5. Before Current/Last Job: 38
-
é
. 6. After Current/lLast or Odly Job: : 40
o \_,/ 6
7. Total Weeks Not Working, Not in ,
R Schoo)l, in a Training Program
. . M or Not L1a the Armed forces:
<o ~
{Add F.1 through F.6) Total T

. @ ' . ) ; ] [::E:J42 »

(Please Note: The answers in Boxes 3, C, D, £ and F should add up

to be approximately equal to the answer found in Box A. Please . X .
. , sees Instrucction Manual for decails.) % ) . . .
- Pamrd - N
-
v ’ '
¢ . RS ot e
AR} " . *
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p¥¥z II: Iad:icators cf Procram Cuscomus \ cr
. . ) ' R
N G, on The'dace of Tezainacion, 2id the 2ascondent Have A Job? . .
’ -
¢ . * L= Yas 2 m¥o
- 4 .. 4. Whac was the Total Nu:nbcr of Jobs Resgondent Helid Sincs Leaving CETA?
. I. Were Any of che 5obs Identilied as PSE Jobs? ¢ .
LerFirse 2= Second 3 = Third & = Foursh 5 w Currenc/last 6 = No
3. Is =he Respondent CusTantly Isployed? L = Yes 2 =°No R4
o N ‘. . P
. X [Is =he Respordent luxrzeatly Attending 3choel or Another Trainiyyg Prograxm?
. . 1l » Yes ‘2 =o »
’ ) '
T ?ars III: Industrv and Ocsupaticn Codes
) ‘Stow . 000 = Not Agplicable/Information “issing
. - o o007 000,900-0C0 = Yot Applizable/Inforzacion Missing
' . ' L/ Informazion for Tirst Job !
g 1.  Iaduscxy SIC: ' v
a . - § - ¢ * u
. -
L) v > 52 -
= ' 2. Occupacicn T [ l /{} . r—[ | J
“ - N ;2 J . =
. r o, Information for Current/Last Job ‘G -
. — . &
-__ * . r . T
= 1. Iadustry : SICT ..
. M
. . N . . t _64 : L '
A L . 2,  Occupatian DOT: Pl o
K . . . : " w . l . - I -
- - . ¢ 4 " e -~ . N N R \E
. . Catd Nunber:
N 0 -
g - AN 3
- . 1.0, Nusber: ) / rw ] l l l
: ) o ' ) )
S ” -, . -
- ~ hario \ < . 4
. ES " . \
“ . .- - . t . .
[} .{a 1~ ‘ ‘ . .
Lo, B :
) 'S L v ‘ h
o % b N .
R \
. . e ’ .
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Part IV: Dates 3egan and Ended Jobs

c. Second Jcb: 1.
P. Thizd.lob: l.

g Feuwrsh Job: 1.

2. Currenz/last Job:

Jatce

Jace

b ]

Jace

cace

3egan:
Znded: .
Segan:
Ended:

3egan:

2aded:

Catu -pegan:

Date

Ended:
Taze B%&n:

Sate =nded:




APPENDIX D

.

Mail Survey Follow-Up Questionnaire
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»
. Co i . / ,
’ ‘ : ’ ’ ‘
Dear CETA Participant: '
‘ »

N .
- In order to'improve the overall quality of CETA training, we are conducting

a follow-up evaluat:.onpof the program in which you participated. You may have
:ece:.ved a 1ett:er a few weeks ago infomng you of this.study. Your views of the .
* progfam and some general information about your employment situation will be very
helpful. You can be q,gsuzed that any information which you provide on the question-
naire wilQ be ‘held in°strictest of confidence. . .

., Attached you will f£ind a brief cuest:.onna:.re. Not all sections of it will
apply to you. Instructions-are. prov:.ded thrdughout the questionnaire where necessary.
Only five or ten minutes of your time should be required to complete it.

Thank you vexry xi}ch for your cooperation in this study. LY

o« = ‘ N [




. " N .
CETA FOLLOW-U? ZUESTICNMAIRE -
’ ) '
- Tirst, we alou.d l:ke =¢ ask vou a Iavw Juestions asout vour opiaion of he IZTA
. program. y
.
Y . -

v

e

* a, 1 -~ 5 e - - -
Whac was vour MAIM reascn for anrsliing in tne TETA program?  Please cirsle

one number.
s . . e
1. T2 Gat a Jop £, * 7o Gat.a S1gn Scacol Diploma or a GED
. S22 To Get 8 CETA Job ¢ S. To Get Zasic Zducatisn Sarvices
Y . 3. To Learm & 3kill or Trade’ 7. To Learn Inglish
3. Needed Money 3. ther Reasons that are lot Listed
. . Here. ?Please List Qthier Raasons O
- . . " . - ’
-. . . ‘
2. All things scnsidered, " how would you racte zhe CETA 2rogra=? ?Please circle
ane aumber. i
' ( 1. Excellent 2. Jvod 3. Faur 4. ?oor ‘
< . » .
- , 3. What was =he 3EST :2ing about the CITA srogranm? ?lcn'sc wZite ~has You -
=hiak 1S che best =h:ng acous the Program on zhe blank iine. S
A : ’ . :
-, ﬂ\ v ¢
N 4. What was =he WORST thing about ==& CETA grogram? ?lease wriza whaz vou
. shiak i$ the worst zning about 2xe Program on the hlank line.
- - -
" B - )
. 3. Bow would you upzav\ <he CETA program? ?2lease write how you would s=prove 4
: the progra:n on the clank line. .
’ . - .
~ .
* Y “ ’
L . '
- - r * - L]
P A

Now, wa would iike to find out what you've been doing during the las: several nonths.
de are xgu:uud in finding out about the :ize you zay have sfent in five d:ifferent ..
sypes of aczivities. These aze: ' .

S r .
M ' 1. working . . -
, 2. Atteanding School | - ~
R v 3. Participating in a Training ?Togram .
. 4. Servifg in :?c Afned Forces , ,
® §. Not Working {also rot %n school, & tralaing program or
. . the armed forces) L .
. : * e would like you to think about which of thase activities you vere invdlved with
LU sincs youlstopped participating in the TETA progran. Then, we would like you <o
' £i11 out che calendar on page 3. The calendar i{s designed %o record =he time you .
~ may have spent in sach of the above activities. But, before You Go ahead and {ill

out the calendar on pige 3, plc'u- read the following example which may halp you.

Suppose Pat Greens _sr.oppad participatsd in che CETA prograa on July 17, 1980
~ ’ and is filling ou: the .calendar on February 5, 198l. Suppose Pat has held one job ~
and attended school since leavihg the CEIA program. The sob began on Augusc 1, 1980
‘and ended on Noverber 3, 1930. And, fat began attending schopl on Decenber 8, 1980

1s still attending sciwol. . ., .
—~ ‘s N ‘e 9 . .
: . .Step 1: Cn page.2, an »X* has beex farked on ~he calendar cn July 17, 1360, the day
Pat left the prograz, and an February 5» 1981, :“u day Pat is 2illing out
w  =he calendar. P K !
Step 2: On page 2, Pat has also circled and labeled the days on :.‘\célahndu when B
2380 .2 r
he was WORKISG, :OT WORKING and ATTENDING SCHOOL. From Jul 17, 1980 %0 * | °
Auquss 1, 1980, Pat was NOT WORKING. From August 2, 1980 o Novambet 5,
1080, Pat was WORKING. Frcm November 6, 1980 to Decepber 7, 1980, ?at
was NOT WORKING. Finally, from Decenber 8, 198Q to February S, i28l, ?at
was ATTEHDING SCHOOL. . N r
L]
Qo . ‘ . . |

. v

S - D .
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PO A s et provided by ERiC:

" ' L
L3 e,
- " Nov you sheuld think about unicn of he activicies liszed abpve vou have Deer -
. wnvoived 1n since ieaving tie JETA program.  {our eXperiencss 2ay oot have teen the
sice as e sxaTple presentad here. Tor instance,” 1 you have bewn Lavolved in Two
ac=i7itieS it once, such as working and attending scnool, sleass e sure <o axy ey
on the calendar. Please fill out tha calendar on the next page using 5%ep o and s
. Step 2 listed above. . c
, ST M TtalWwW Ttk T ¥ | Sar S 1M (Julw ITh | F |t \
l ‘l 12 13 |4 s 5 e |7 |° iq RS
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i

P reasons for not looking? Please circle the Two MAIN reasons.

1. I believed noc jobs wers available 6. 1 rad foor realth or a shys:ical
1n 2y iine of work or ay area of disabilicy. -
1nteress. . 7. I souldn'<t arrange child care. '

2. I éou).g'ln":. find any kind of work. 3, I was pregnant.

3. T dida'% want to work. 9, 1© nhad otRier personal proklems in

3. I lacked the necessary school:ing, findiag a 20b.
training, skill or experience. 10. 0s=rer reasons that ars not lisced

3. Employers thought that I was nere. Please list these other
too young or too old. reasons
L

N 4

18 Have you held aore than one job siance leaving the CETA srogram? ’

Yes. Answer Questions 7-16 and continue. ~

No. | Turn to Question 16 and continue. =
AN -
1 ZaN ~ -

-
SJouw we would liks =0 ask “Cu 3CDe GUeSTLons aoout “hat you've Tean doing since vou
ielc :h’f..“’-“':a orograd,, Plaase circle those answers wWnilh seex DesT. ot all znesa
questions will apply =2 you, SO flease 2ollaow ihe lasTructions Seneatn wach Suesticn.

i. I¢ you have not worked since you left zhe CETA program, slease zurn zo Juest:ion
34 and cont:izue completing this fora. If you nave wWorked, please conziaue with
Cuestion, 2.

-

2. On the DAY you sctopped attending the CETA srogram, <id vou !-.a‘:?e a ;o00?

° -
Yes, Go %o Question 6 and coatiaus. No, Answer Juestion 3 and continue.

3. Betwesn lsaving the CETA program and beginning your fizst job, d4d vou leok for
working during IVERY WESX of caat time seriod? -
-

Yes. Go =o Question 6 and continue. No. Answer Zues%tion 4 and sontlinue.

»

4. Suring the time between leaviag the CITA prograz and Iegiiaing your fizsc ok,
how Tany weeks did you look f£or worx? Please write cthe number of weeks i the
box. It 3ay 5 useful <o loock a3 the caiendar wnich you have already Iilled
ouxs.

.

E i

3. Suring znis tims perizd, when you did,not look for work, wWnat were the tWo MAIN

B -~
7. How zny jobs have you held since leaving =he ,CETA program? Please write gho

nunber of jobs in the box.
r—d-—- ‘ o
L ‘ : »

- N 4
8. How did you £ind out abouz your firsc Job which you held after leaviag the
pragran?-, Please circle one nunber.

1. Local CETA 0ffice ,5 friends & Relatives
2. State Employment Office - . 6. Answering a newspaper ad
(Unemployment Office) 7. Other “ways not listad here-
3. A Private Empioymeht Agency Please List )
4. Contacting the Eamployer Directly , %, .
79, What is the zams of the firsc company ! .

you worked for afzar leaving the program?
Plaase writs the name of the company In the
biank line. . '

. 3
+

.. 18§ - | :




. ]
. .
. .
y
' %
- - F e 13. What doss this company 40? Pléase wWrite . >
. , what sne COopany <ces on tne slank liae. [
’ 1l. J4hat was vour job,zitla? Please wriza
your job titie on the bdlank line.
~ - \
12, (Whac was you szarzing hourly wage :au‘? ?Please Write You Jage rats in tne box.
If you waze Daid by the veex and do not Know your stariiag wur' c -age race.
- 2leass write Your SLATTIng weekly salary hefore any deduct:ions .n Tine tox. N
>

:

- .

13. “nac was vour final hourly.wage rate? Pleass write your 'Wage rate 1 the box.

: Ifyour final hourly wage rate Was the same as 7our $Tiarzing hourly wage rate.
° . #ive the box empty and answer questoons 14 chrougn 16 If you were jaid by the

week and do not know your final hourly wage rate, Diease write your final weekly
£ salary, before any deductions in the box.

.

. . - ‘s

13." How cany hours per weex did you usutaily worx on zais job? Please put the aumcer
of hours in the box.

.

., . \ . .. -
. ~ l‘_—_ a .
- . — [ . ) -
. 15. wWay did you leave this j00? Plejse zirzcle le MAIN reason.
4
/ -
M 1. The working cond=tions 6. t kad coor health or a physical disabrlity,
! ’ were unsatisfactory. 7. I reacned ratirement age. .
| ) 2. I found a higher paying 3. 7 was laid cff due %o Door Susiness conditions.
job. . - 3. The Job was only Jeasonal Sr temporary.
3. I returned to school. Y 16. I was dismissed or fired.
4. I had problems with child 11. Other reasons that are not i:stad herse.
care. Please list other reasons.
5§, I was pregnant.
. . o
’ Y
16. Are you currently employed? f ,

Yes. Answer Questions 17 through 23 and 4l.
No. Turn to Question 24 through 32 and continue. .’
. . '
: o < .
[ -~ N - » y

17. How did you find out about your current job? ?Please circle & nunber.

‘ 1. Local CETA Office 5, Triends & Relatives
2. State Exployment Office s+ 6. Answering a Nov:pap_&z ad
- Cnemployment Office) - 7. Other ways'not listed hers
3. A private employment agency Please listz -
4. Conzacting the employer ‘
directly
’ 18. What is the name of the cOmpany you are -
. . working for? Please write the name of

the ccmpany <in the blank line.

* . 19. What does this company do? Please write
. what the company does on the Slank line.
) ¥
¥ A
l ’ 4 ~ - TR
. 14
O . . ,
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x
% C)
: . N
. :
/ N . e
o

20, What s your jgo :title? Please write .
your 1cb citla on zhe blank line. <

~

21, wWhat was your starting hourly wage rate? Plaasa wWriZe /oUur <Jage rate ia :.“.AV- . h
tace,

- If vou are gaid by the weex and do 70T XROW your stariing asurly wage
. please write your stagting weekly salary sefore any daductions i1 tne Sox.

R .
. .
.
.

Please w“rite your Jage rate in the box.
If your current hourly wage I&Te:is|the same &y/v/our 3tarsing hourly wage rate,
leave the box eapty and answer Guestic 723 and’3dl. If vyou are paid by the week
and do not tnow ycur current hourly w,sqn\.'ne, olease wrize your currant {eekly

' snlary{ before aay deducticns, i the box. .

- ' ’ ~ /

22. What 1s your curreat hourly wiage rate

’

i

-

23, How xany hours cer weex do you Jasually work sn hi scb? Please put tae nusler
of hours in che box. - /

.

sesr DPlease Turn =5 Zuestion 4i vt -

did vou find out abayt your last job waich you neld af<er leaving %SRe
ram? Please circle one puxnber.

Local CZTA Office . . Friends & Relatives

Stacs Exmployment Office Answering a Newspager Ad
(Unemployment OfZice) . Other ways not iisted heres

A ?rivate Exployment Agency Please l:ist

Centacting the Exployer Oirsctly

~: Ov
.

2%. Now we would like 20 Ge= some iaformation about your lasz exployer.

“nat is the name of the last company

you worked for after leaving zhe program?
Please wWrite tha name of the company »
on the blank line.

26. what does this company do? ?Please
write what the company does on the . *
blank line. ;

27. What was your job title? Please
write your job title on the blank (Vg .
line,

28. wWhat was your starzing hourly wage rateA Please write your wage cate in the box.
If you are paid by the week and do not inow your starting hourly wage rate, -
-please writa your stariing weekly salary before any deductions in the box.

.

3



4 29. 4hat was vour Zinal nourl; wage rate?. Flsase Jri%e yOUr ~ace rats Ln the Dox.
1% vour f:inal hourly Jage rate was The 3are a3 Jour Starting fourly ~aga rate,
leave the box ampty and answer juestions IO zarsugn 12 and Sonsinve. 1S vou
are paid oy the week and o not gnow 7our final nouslfy <age rate, 3lease write
your finai weakly salary, celore any-deduczions :n the box.

’ ’, ' ! R L4

- A
3J0. How many hours.per week did you usuali'[{ work on this sok? Dlaase sut the numbaer
of hours ia the hox.

/, ’

]

3l. Why d:d vou luvg shis Job? Please circle zhe A rsason.

* . l. @Working conditions ‘were 6. @ aad poor health zr a shysical
. B unsatisfacsory. . disabilicy. ’
2. T found e higher zaying Jokbl 7. T reacned Tetizerment age.
3. I returned <o school. 3. ! was lesd off due o oor Dusiness.
. 4. T had problems with cnild care. 9. The -cb was c¢cnly seascnal or
- S. I was pregnant. M v semporary. .
’ 10. I was dismissed or fired..

11, Other ressons that are not listed
here. Plesase list other reascns

' . 32. S3ince having Zinished work:ng, fcr your last eaployer, have you looked for
work? .

.

. Yes. Answer Quest:ions 33 and continue. No. Answer Zuescicns 39, S0 and il
[

13. Since ha'v:.nq finished working for your last employer, now Tany ~eeks 4id you
fooks for work? Please »rize the number of wesks in she box.. It zay Se useful - aefe. ., - .
to look at che calendar which you nave already filled suc.

] *

eeee Dlgase Turn to Quescicn J6 ****

. =
34. Since leaving the CETA program have you looked for work?
Yes. Answer Cuestion 35 and Scntinue. No. Answer Questions 39, 40 and 41l.
- 35. Since leaving the CETA program, how many wesks did yeu look for work? Please
write the number of waeks in the box. It may be useful to lock at the seiendar
. which You heve already filled cut.
. ]
o 36, Are you currencly looking for work?
Yes. Answer Questions 37, 38 and 4l. lo. Answer Juescicns 39, 40 and 4l.
’ - Al
L
7 ) .
*
Q .
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two MAIN reasons.

. 37. How are you .ooking for a job? ?Please Iirile TwWo ways.
1. Local CETA J%f:ice 5, Friends § Relatives '
. 2. State Exployment COffize 6. Answering a Newspeper ad
Unemplcynens CZZice) T. OSther-ways not used here
; 3. A Privaze Zpploymqnt Agency + lease list
< . . 4. Contaczing the Erployer Directly “H
‘ . 38.. What do you think is the MAIN reason you have not been aple to find work?
Please circle The MAIN reason.
', 1. No jobs are avaiiable. S, T laéx the necessary tcols or
2. Eumployers think I am o0 young or ilcenses >
too old. 6. I have a language Frobiem. |
Y r - ‘ 3. : lack the necessary schpoling. 7. I nave a police record.
eraining, skill or experience. 3, = have transpor:zation problems.
4 4. I lack the regquired zeferences. 9. Other reesons =hat are not lissed
here. Please list these others
Teasons
. **** Please Go To uesticn 4l WY )
2
¢
. \ 39, What are the two MAIN reasons you are dot looking for work? lease zircle the

. . -

- 1. I bal:eve no jobs are evailable 6. I have poor health or a ghysical
in @my iine of work or my area of disabality. *
interest. - 9. I can't arvange child care.

R 2. T can't £ind any kind of work. 8. = an pregnant.
3. 1 don's want to work. 9. I have other Serscnal Probleas v
3, 7 lack the necessary schooling. . finding a Job.
5 . training., skill or experience. 10. Ocher reasons that are 1ot listed
s S. Enplovers think that I ar too here. Please list those other
‘\1 young or g0 cld. re. il
R 30. Are you available for work right now?
Yes. Answer Question 4l. No. Answer CQuestion Jdl.
‘f '
41. The interview is complete. Thank you very much for your help. 12 chere are
any other things you would 13& zo tell us about the CETA program, please use ¢
the sface below for your comments. N
\
8 * . )
. . -
" \ . -
[
‘ 4
’ -~
: '
&
saws D]lgase StopP, Please return che Questionnaire to us by using the
. envelope which has been supplied zo you, **** 't
- . 3
L]
. '
o 1 Q
.ERIC C Ju _
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REZITN CUE FOLLSW-UP IVALUATION PROJEST

. . o ) " TOLICW-UP JUESTISWNAIRE: ALULT PROGRAMS

L)
- PNEPARED 3Y: PCLICY RND EVALTATION SIVISION
4 . DEPARDENT OF :ANPOWZR DEVELORENT
COMIONWEALTE OF MASSACHUSEITS
) P N
TN CONSTNCTION WITH: REGION ONF FCLICW-UP EVALUATION PRCJECT

Zvery box should be silled :n. 5£ a question is 10t answered Jo lot leave the R
Doxas blank. Instead, fill chem :n with one of the f:sllowing cades unless diffezent -
missing value codes are specified:

. 7 = i the respondant refuses =o’ansver
. . 8 - if the queszion is 2ot applicable
9 = 42 she respondent dces 0T KNOW.

' : Termunes's Nane:

. Addzress:

+  ralphone:

Other Phone/Contact Informations

1 4 b4 »
‘ 4
. . -
Sate . Tine - Corencs ¢ lntesviewer
¢ N B
- { ] . - -
’ >
‘ snterview Status/Reason For No Interview
~ 01 = Complated - 08 = Participant Refused to Complete
et 02 » No Phone No. At Intake 09 = Could Not Locate 56 57
N 03 » Incorzect Phone No. At Intake 10 » Language ?robl I
- - 04 = Disconnected Phone 11 » Death - -
, 4 03 = Unpublished Phone No. 12 = participant could not cooplete
. 06 = Moved: Address Unknown 13 = In Milictazy
07 = particvipant Refused Intarview - 14 = Out of State Fhone No.
* 1S » Incarcezated
How Contacted ' . ’ S8 59,
; 01 = Intake ?hone Nusber ‘ 09 = Milizary . |
~ 02 = Directory Assistance 10 » post Office Correcszion = |
rollow=Up Contac: letter: - 11 » Relatives 60 . &1
03 = Responded by Mail 12 » Friends
04 » Rasponded by Phone N 13 = FMIS . l
. . 05 =-Employer 14 = program Operator Record
¢ 06 = Prime Sponsor Racords 15 = Other,
: g 07 = Other Social Service Agency 16 = NA or_Not Conticted .
08 = School
- ’ , . - i : , , 62 63
Total Number Phone Calls and Hame Visits: o . :
! 64 . 69
Datas Intarview Completed: ri l { j I \ l
- 9 , ’ ™ L -
- tnverviewver I.D.: . . .
Q . . L .
FRIC -+ 192 , .
) “ . s &
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

-, e
. &
. .
- . ' . -
“»
. y 2
- 1
Cazd ;.':l:.b.!. . ‘ Qi ;
. . 2 3
N
2.0, Sunber: . ! : i |
SECTICM I; RESPCNDEMT'S VZEW CF PROGRAM ) ) .
v 1
*The first series of Juestions nas o do with your views of CETA", . 3 1c
/ . . ' . H H
l, +hat w;/: vour MAIN rezson for enssliiang :n she CZTA gregram? - i E
r 0l & A “CETA Job" . | 06 = 3tipend
02 = Halp finding a job Q7 = 4,5, Ddiploma/GeDd
03 = A job ° . 08 = Rasic Education Services
04 = A betzar job 09 =-Ingtruction in Inglish
05 = Learn a skill - Y aOLeE -
B L 1
2. %hac do you think you would have done 14 you had not envolled in the ” i
CXTA PrgTan? » . - 1
. * . 1 g
- < . 3‘ l I
3. ° What vas the BEST ching abouz £ie,CETA.progzam? 7 |
—— — —
4 1
4. What was the WORST thing ibous t=e CITA ;:‘cq:u? : !___1___'
R L . AT
s.  All =nings considerzed, how would vou zate the CTTA program?. .5‘ | }
\ . et
1 = Excellent 2 = Sood . 1= Tair 4 = Poor - .
. . 18 L9
6. Do you have any. othar feslings about the CITA jrogran you would 6 ‘ l
lika to express? h . L
¥

SECYION I¥: SUPPORTIVE SZRVICES

"low T would like to ask you & Zew ‘questions about soma services Xou =ay
have recsived while in CETA®. '

7. While in the CSTA program did you receive any of the following services
Szcm CETA or any other agsncy: v

a, Chila Care?

20
21
b,  Health SarPices? 1 = Yes 2 = No b. | l
b 72
c. ‘Sruasportation Assistancs? -1 l l
1 ‘,
B 23
< 4, Lagal Services? . 4 ‘ l
‘ « 24
(3F YES YO ) 8. Did you receive snough ? a.
' - Ttypes of services received)
T a. Child Care? . 25
‘ b.
b. Health Services? g
. 2
c. Transportation Assistance? 1 = Yes 2w . e ‘ * l
\) d. Llagal Services? _. ) ‘4/ 27
‘ | L]
. . dl
6 ) .
* -2
A




na

—

FCR RESPONDINTS ¥HO 21D NOT RECEIVE ALL TOUR TYPES:
4 - N
9. Would you have heen able %0 e3 Zore ou:z Sf your CITA pragrap +f vou nad

(-4

b r

zeceiveld these {othar) sesviZes, that is:

a.
b.
-
d,
-~
.
*
v
[
.

\
Child caze? .
Healsh Services? - = vas 3% 0
A
Transporzation Assistance? .
zagal S€rvices?
¢ ¢ .
N L]
0 ¢ .
-
L4
L[4
’ A
> \
- \
W v.
o .
']
/ ' W
r
ok .
: L .

fnd

o
e
-




- . s
4 * . + - N .
. - ’ - . N . ) -
» &\ [
- > v -
4 - f * . ‘. . )
R . [ - SEC™ICY TST:  SUMMARY POE2PPOSPAM TUFERITNCE
. f wwair' T would like =3 find out what you nave sesn Joing fioce ending pour TETA pIagTam,
chat 38 batvean (dase eadad procram of zermuinaticni aned now.”
" . . . -
tem ‘ ) l:“a. Ars you Surzenzly workaag, socendanc schocl, another IXALNLRG FIdgTam oF doung |
. ~ ' scrething elas? ' < .
* (Ir SOMETHING ZISE) :
ot - . * .0n, What is 1t that vou are doiag? (ask Juestions 1) shreugh 15 umuil the eatire
. posc-prograx period 13 aczounted Ior). R
. * ‘eagzivizy ':odu.: 1 = Smploved . 2 = School 2 = 2raining Progras S Scmeshing Else
' ¢ TActzvazy | 2l.%hat i3 the | iZ.Where i3 iz] {I£ York:ing)id.When a4 15.7nen 242 |16.3efore zhati
. . . Company/ lscated? 13.%hat is you begin? ¥qu szop? whas were |
o o . . School name?| vour 3ab vou 20ing |
. . ’ citle? . (chat i
. - working. i
3 . ’ ° . >, . i N school, i
‘. [ 1 aze.} '
H
\ 1) - $ H
. ! N . o PESTUT ‘
" -
\ 2) * R .
. \
. N ' N ’ !
. -
J : . " |
. . 7 . . !
1) . H
. L X i
0 . !
- d . | ‘\ *
) .
] r R
’ R 3
- i
[] . . :
6) \ * . :
° ]
. i H
. i X . - :
Al
. . ,
¢ 8 ‘ ™
* . * d L
\ .
: 9) ’ =~
’ o
. 3
' ’
.t 10) . - .
¢ , \
m—— <
. \\
* 1) - :
- .
. - .
. L h2 . )
. /
. N 17. Are any of shese jabs "CITA jobs”? - ¢
(12 yes)° Which ones? (Check column 16) M \
1#; WORRING AT TIME ENDED PRLSRAM, go to question 21, p. §, Section V.
. N . NOT WORKING AT TIMP: INDED PROGRAM, §o to question 18, p. 3. Section IV.
\ ) NO JOB STNCE LYAVING.CETA., 90 %O quasticn 63, p. 8, Ssction X. s "\
» O * } e . v .
'ERIC | : \ _ .
) 1 [y H
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L ] -
[ . . . S.\".".'::‘?l 71 T MON-IAPLOYMENT FRISH TO THE TIRST JC3 AFTER JETA N
g . B Y
* « (for Resgondants Whe' Were HCT WORKING AT Tima Inded ?rogranl !
) “You said that bdtween leaving CZ7A and * __rou digd
. not work. < would like to ask a favw jussticas sbout thacz time”, 1
- < . . . '
13. Did yeu look for work during that 2:ine? 1 = Yes 2w 0 o184 ‘[
i - }1 ‘=5 ,
. 19. How many weeks did you look for work d.u:.‘.nt_:;h;: Zime? '19 l_ l ! ..
. 20, (£ less chan 1000 of the sime) during the time when vou did not [T
., icok #4r work what wers the rvascns? (WO reszonses) s O/ ‘ i
- - . - . LY -de ‘ L
. 0l = Field Cvexfilled . 98 = Tized of Lookiag g 18 .
02 » Insdequate Jraining/Skills, 09 = Did Not WanT To Work . l
hd 03 = Unsurse of Mylel! . 10 = Collecting Tnemployoent
04 = Personal Prabiens tnsurancs :
. 05 » Child Cars 1l = In CITA
WX 06 = Health . 12 = In Schodl . :
L 07 = Pregnancy 13 =_daiting for Job To 3egia .
) 14 = Other, ) v

SZCTION Vi INTOMMATION CX 7HE FIRST (lst) JOB AYTER G324 .
o' . '
(Toz Raspondents Who Held AT LTAST ONE JOB After CETA) ' )

. mow T would 1ike to get more information abous tha job you held (ate
holding) ,at a3 a .

(company’ naps) « (job =xzle) 33__43_;
.¥ 21, How did you find out gbout this Job? i o 2};'____‘__!»_ o

- 01 = Agency referral ) 05 = Newspaper
’ 32 = DES ) . . + 06 » Walk=in

. > 03 = Private Ageicy ° ) 97 = 3chool
. 04 = Friend/Ralative . N

Y
22, Wbat does this company do?

, ‘ . - ‘ [} .. R
' 23, What was your stareing hourly wage rate? N N 23. l . | u i l

7 ’ . . * - M = 2 +
24, How many hours did yeu ususlly work per week? ' 2. ] ! l '
=} » Not Applicable -3 = Ragpondant Doss Hot Know 1 2
. . FOR CLASSROCM SKILLS TRAINING AND o:'r -smn&:zs ONLY: ’ Ve .
> LI S
25. Was this posizion's work relatsd t‘o your CETA training? 1 = Yes 2 = No 25"___]
. ) .

’

AY -
26. Do you think you could have purforved the job's duties without the CETA 26 |
training? . . v ’ ’L__
. 1= Yas 2 = MNo .

L}
1 27. Did your wage changs on this, job? 9
R Y

- 1]
— e - - = 3 £
' . c 23 s mm
28. What wes/is your final/current hourly wage rate? * g

{22 no change. record vage reported in Question 23

w an

9 K

' 29, ¥hile working for did your job's duties change? 29’L_J -’
N (cospany name) :

. pid you have a nev job title? SOC: 30.

\ (sr yrs TO 29) 30.
o8 . =1 = dot Applicabls ,-J = Raspondent Does Not Xnhow

]




LRIC

. .
P .
. ’ LN o .
. . - ‘
. » v -
. . b
v M
3}, was %he new iob a pramosion? ' .
1l = Zegt <= e ’

. .,
) TCR ST AND o07 TIRMIVEZS onLP .

) - 32, was this gosizion's work related sy youx
CTTA training?
. <0 2= Yas 2= A .

* 33, Do you shizk you =ould hava perfcrmed his
job’s duties without the CZIX srawning?

S~ \ L= Yas 2= No

33. ALl chings considersd, how would you race chis axployer?

1 = Bxcellent’ 2 . Good 3 = Zair 4 = Poor

35. ALl things considered, how vould you.n:n,:his sype of work?
2w Good 3 = Fair

* w» Bxcellent 4 = Poor

/\
. 10 "36. why did you leava chis job?

5
¥ -
. .

SECTION V1;  ATSPONDENT'S SECSND (2nd) JOB AFTER CETA.

(for Maspondents Who Have Held AT LEAST TMRES (3) SCBS_Afzer CITA)

“t would also like to zet a little mr&\in!e;muon about the job you held at
oy .

as a

. -

. AY
“37. vhat was your £inal nourly wage?
. e - 1Y : . 37
How many hours per week did you usually work?
=1 = Hot Agpu::a.bh -3 & Raspondent oes Not Xnow

© 38

@39. Wwhy did you leave this job? ) -

F.3
\ L ) R
+  3ECTION VII:  RESPONDENT'S THIRD (3rd) SOB AFTER ceTA. . .
. (For uspm_\d‘nzs Who Have Neld AT ILXAST FOUR (4) JOBS: feex CITA)
»
wshege questions Tefar tu tha job you held at as a 4

40. What vas your, ginal houxly wage?
¢ .

L] N
41, How many hours psr wesk did you usually work?
-] = Not Aoplicable =3 w=-Raspondsnt Does Not Know

' 2
40,9 l

Card Number: . . . . .
. [} ?
3’ 3 )
1.0. Mmwber: et I | ’ l . l I ;
’ . F 9 10 :
10 \42. why did you leavs this job? LT u,[:[::l o
! . ) .
. .. . _ B
SECTION VIIZ: RISIONDENT'S FOURTH (4th) JOB - AYTER CETA ¢/ .
. (for Raspondent's Who Have Held AT 4EAST FIVE (5) JOBS After CITA) ‘
"Theed quastions refer to tha job you hald at as a J
" ~ . £ H
. o
- - * A .
-6 = .
, .
(] .




?
i
1 5
P - : . 24 o . a3 i l i: \ :
R 33, What was your fihal hct.:ly vage zase? - L R T
] e
34. How pany hours par waek 2id you usually wozk? sy |
g < .« =l =®lot n;:plicnglu -3 = Rsgponcenc Dces Not Xnow 37
. . s -
{h . . A;. i
- 19 l-as. why did vou igave zhis icb? .
/ o SZOTIO IX: RESPONDENT'S CIRRENT/LAST JOB
. (For u:pandunu “ho Have Held AT LEAST 10’ (2) JOBS After CSTA)
’ “Yow I would like %0 9-: mors information atout the job you'se hol.cu.nq now (last
. . . job you held} at “~ a8 a .
’
. . . , . 46. How Aid you find out about this job? ! 19 2¢
5 . .. . ’ . :
. 01 # Agency referzal 05 = Newspapezy<’ aé. LL_}
: t 02 = OIS 06 = Walk-in
. 1 , 03 = Private Mmcy . 07 = School
04 » Friend/melacive R
. . ' 47, What does this corpany do? N . 21 24
48, NWhat vas yeu.: star=ing hourly vage rate? 3. HE L I :
« O . ——3
" ’ g .
. 49, Xow many hours do you uuuy work per wsek? R B
. * N ¢ el = Not Applicabla ~3 = Respondent Does vt Yaow -
g ) . - . -
. ) ¢ FOR CLASSROON SKILLS:TRAINING AND OJT mg‘m::s;
L *
3 * ) §3. Was this position's work related to your CEIA =raining? - 50.
- * v X = Yes 2= Mo
. 51. Do you you could have perfommed the job's duties without the o
e erifning? ¢ L w ves 2= %o 51! i

52, Did your wage change on this job? -’

. .
3y . .
: §3. Mhat was/is your final/curzedt hourly wage race? 53.8 I l ll ‘

({If no change, record wags reporzad in Qusstion 48) /
,

: 54. While working for 4id yout job's duties change? 34.

- B ¢

1l = Yes 2 « ¥o 34

» ) ,
N - 4 (Zr YES 70 54} 55, Did you have a new job title? SCC 5s. l l ‘

. Y . « 1 = Rot Applicaple
. . ¢ = 3 = Rsspohdent Doss Not Xnow

: ' . 1l = Yee P .

. . . . .
3 $6. wWas/is the new Job a promotion? , 56. | l
39

mlmmmmmomm&s CNLY:
.| £7. uae this position's work related to your CETA training? 3.
A . 1 = Yes 2 = No L .

[ , R .
B v - » - -
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~ '
SN, ) . ‘
2 ’ ’ : Vo ! -~
N 2N
‘ . o - % .
[ <
. hail ‘ 5g. To you shink you sculd have performed the ;ob's Juties Ao |
' . ' wvithout the CITA =rasning? i® Yes w0 ! . sa.___g *
- % L
pr - v = ° b
. ¢ 5. ALl shings considersd, how vou‘ltd vou race this employex? 9. .
. - - . ] : !
L ! = Excellent 2 = Good 3w Tawx 4= o0 »
. 32
4 0. All things considered, how would you rate chis =ype o work? 50 4| l
. : N ¢ 1 = Ixcellent ﬂpc 3 » Fair 4 = poor ’ e
)y . . 43
A t 3l. Is zhis job betzer ! whe first aZter CETA? 61 ‘ ‘e
. ‘'l ® Yes 2 = No o

. R \\ Vo > v 34 4S
- . \1-962. Why did you leave this job? } 62 ’j:l
: ¢ . .

4 >3
T ' . '
. f SECTICN Xt TOR RESPCNDENTS WHO ARE NOCT CURPENTLY TuprLovED *
. . A
(12 Respondent is Curvently ggl.oz‘od this section 2s Not Asplicahble, Proceed
M o Section XI2I. Fage 3, Question (O).
. \
‘, "You said you have not worked since , I would like to ask t
you a fev questions about this wetk pezicd.” '
- ) _46 M
§3. Have you looked 2or work? 1= Yas 2= No , 63 ] '!
& ! 47 38
64. How many of cthe : weaks have you actually looked Zox 66 R |
. work? . ‘ ' .
. L4
€5. Are you currently locking for a job? .
{IT YZS TO 69) . .
B * 49 SO
. $8. How are you looking for a job? (=wo Tesponses) 66 ! i
- ) - 0l = Training Agency 05 = Newspager ' 51 8%
02 = 025 . 5 06 ® HaikeIn . T
03 = Private Agancy 07 = School : !
. - 04 = Friends/Ralatives ‘
, . 5354
67. What do you think are the reasonz you are not able 67 ] } I
’ to £iad wark? (tvo responses) * : ]
01 = No jobs available 08 = Language barzier . 35 _S56_.
02 = Imployers tiink toco 09 = Police record i ] l
. young/too old 10 =-Lacked transportation . -
04 = lack of riance 11 = Racial discrimination LI
) } 05 = Lack of education 12 = Sexual discrininacion ,
06 = Lick of refersnces 13 = othar reascnh (specily)
07 = tack of tools, 14 = Don't know
licenses, etc. 18 v Maiting for school/joh
to bagin . ‘
¢ (IF N0 TO 65) . N
. 3 58
/ . &. Why are you not looking for wark? (w0 esponses) 68, |
0L = rield overfikled 09 = Did Not Want ) K
. ’ 02 = ‘Inadaquats Training/skills ro work 9 €0
* 03 = Unsure of Myself 10 = Collecting
-~ 04 = Perscnal Probless Unemployment
05 = Child Care Insurance
06 = Health . 11 = In"CrTA
s 07 = Pregmatcy 12 = In School
08 = Tired of Loaking 13 = Incarcerated 6
o 8
68. MWould you like a job right now? 89, ! l
1 - tan 2o
\ »
Q . ) ’ >, .

RIC 199 L
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RESTCUDENT'S OTHMER POST-FROGFAM INPERIENISS

SECTICY X35
{TOR,ALL RESFOMDENTS)

Q"0. Since l1saving the CETA program on have you
. attended sshcol, 8 tEalning Program or enlistad in the mulizazy?

’

a¢ School
Se raining zégran

. = as .
L2 = Mo (If No T AlL,

.
h {*13 3
.l I«. 3

(+0
']

u

@ 80. What do you hope Lo learn (or are you learning) in the milicary?
¢

/

200

voz. Mildsasy 2o To Sessien £22.° 35
sage .0} s. L
' . te
_ : o / =
73. Aare you currently attending - (agSivilaef [ARe 42 e l l
1 = Yes 2w No | ) 57
A.  ATTENDANCE IN SCHOOL/TRAINING PROGRAM ‘ e D
' . §3 A9
72. What tyse of schodl/training progras are (vera) you atzanding? 72 I \
- ry H {
0) = d=Tear College 08 = piivacte Vocational Scheol .
gg e Junior/Coamunity College 06 = language (SSL}
w Caneral Acadenlc High School
- 04 = Public Vocational Technical v
. High School : ) :0
73. Are (were) you attending full or parz-tima? * a
. . !
L eyl o 2w yare 7 ' n T
@ 4. 'A’}u: are you siudying? 24 | | '
- N 33 33
75, Bow many woeks did (have) 'you atzenc(ed) :=he school/szaining progran? -
] [
. : 18
(TF NOT CIRRENTLY u?mmc) 6. Did you.complate ths progrm? " [ l
. ’ 7 ' 1 = Yes 2 = Ro "
(o 2T CURRENTLY ATTENDING N '
AMD B.S. INDICATED IN 72)  77. 24d you gecelve your dipicaa? ” D
1 = Yes . 2 aRo ’
L] Ld
«~ L 2
Card Nunber: ) R
. R . 0 8
. 3 \ 8
2.0, lunber: , g 3
. r ! \\l l l ‘ B |
3.  INLISTED IN THE MIDITARY N .
98.° Why did you join ths nllicary? . y -
ey ¥
1 = 70 recedive traiaing 3 = No better opportunicies \
2 = Carser Choice 4 = Other \
. 10 | 1S
* 99, ©On vhat dats did you join the mildcary? 2 , J l [ [ '
» & - 1]
1 6 17

-
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LAY

~ . ¢ . N ™ am—
' ) - N .. N - " ' ¢ !
. ) i STCTION ZI3:  SWDARY OF PIE-PRCGRAN LAOR MARXIT EXPERIOCE

a .
. Fers A. labor farse Parzicisacion . ,

/(nr. A only applies to those respondancs who worked LSS THAN
. $2 weaks®ln =h:a One YeartPeriod Prior to Acplization)

- »T nead to ask you some quastions about the expeziences ycu tad belore ) .

e sarzing your CETA program on . . According %o the
‘ information we recaived fron N . . CITA, you worked at
the following jobs during =he vesr bafore {ITA d

¢ .

————eee
{3ob titie)

as
.
(businass)

at

atc’

v

ren

£

Srem

L3

Izem

%or & total of wasks workad.®

(If work hiseory information covers less zhan 52.weeks)

» sl.
A ]
betwesn

Did you work during the remaining wenis

and ? N
N

N
(IF YES TO 81) 82. Approximagely how many of those 4 R weeks
- - did vou work? '

: {(zr w0 10 81, ¢ode A2 Zero) .

¢ ‘Calculate the total nuzber of weeks worked and procesd.

33. {22 total nucber:of wesks worksd ie {ess chan 52
. During the &) weeks that you Vere not working ia cthe
i year before you entered C‘:{Adld you look Zor a Jjob?

1l = Yes 2 = Yo
"
2
(I YZS 70 83) 84. Approxinately how many of those =
¥ . ' weaks did you spand looking fer a joo?
. . (1£ nona, cods 84 zero)

What
were

do you think wers the reasons you
not able to find work? (two responses)

e ———

1

as.l |

C8 = Language bu:‘:o:

4 0l » Mo jobs available ; .
N 02 = Employexs think tmo licenses, etc. : l l .
. : . young/too old . 09 = Police record
03 » Lack of skill 10 = Lacked zransportation
04 » Lack of exparience 11 = Racial dizczinination
0% = tack of education 12 = Saxual digcrimination
06 » tack of referencss 13 = Othar reaton (specily)
07 = rack of tools, 14 = Zon't knew

licensas, atc.
(If aumbar wesks vorkesd and numbar wvesks looked is less than 52')

26, What wers ths reasons you did not look for wagk?
{tvo Tespousss) ©

01 = Pield ovarfillad
02 = Training inadequacs
03 = Unsure of syself
04 = Parscnal problems

07.= Pregnancy

08 « Tired of looking

09 = Did not want to work
10 = Collectinhg U.I.

05 » Child Care 11 r In CIT.
06 = Eaalth 12 '~ In sc .
. 13 = Incarcerated
* 14 » Waiting for Crza/school/job .
o bagin
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
*

4 . ~

- *
arz 3 toacess Jco Ived Haid Priov T Toserist TETA .
>

d

“Mow & would like you =0 :.'-.;:.nk atious vour en<ire work aiszory”

37. QOf all the full~tipe 30 s.;mn have sver heid, Jnat was Jour 05 , {

‘ title (or ducies) on c.; :o‘n}b nald for ths Lcngest pariod of ize? 87, ’ : |
,l sSC: .
<1 » Mot Applicable =3 = Respondent Joes Not Xaow

33 i

———————————

. 2me

~"e . 38 37
89. approximacely hov long did you hold this'job? (record in veeks) . l o] ! .
8s. !
- * i
37. Approximately what was tie highest houzly wage you sarned as this 38 3
' job? s ¢ : *
. : ag. l
" 42 47
90. When did you leave thissjob? l I } l
. ‘ %. |
SECTION XIII: DEMOGRAPRIC AND ZCCNCMIC CHAFACTIRISTICS URCATE
. *Jefore ending chis intarvisv I need to update a Jev lmportans :fncu .
of informacica.” . .
. . 48 -
N 9l.” Are you: 1 » Maxried )
' 2 = Single (never marzied) 9l. .
3 = Widowed .-
° ¢ 4 = Separaced or Divorced?
. y " A 49 %0 .
92. How many dependants do you have? (Excluding Self) 92 i I .
¢« (IF ONT OR MORZ DEPENDENTS) 93, Cf zhosa dependancs, how 5 52
., aany axs undar six years of age? J
¢ . 93.
53
. 94. AXe you providing mu}m bal? of youxr 2im{)y's earned incceme? 9 l
. 1l = Yes 2 = o~
54 SS
- 98, Since leaving CSTA have you Teceived any of the following Zorzs of

2ublic Assistance Payrments or Unemployment Compansacion: (.<hree 95‘1 I
responses; L2 -respondet received no payment. code “A8T)

0l = ArDC + 0% = Vetsrans lenefics x5 %9
. 02 w Yool Staxps 06 = Medicaid
03 = C.2. 07 = 8§51 \ |
04 = Genersl Rallef 08 ='Social Securicy
09 = WIN/AFEC
(IF YES 70 9%) : 96.

96. Are you currentlv receiving (ﬂpcc.xf,:(
the types indicated by zespondant

97.

FOR THOSZ WITH MO H.S. DIPMMA. (SEZ QUESTICN 13 O INTAXT)

3

[
in quasticn 95)2 . [f_.j
1 = Yes 2= N

[ﬁ:

Nave you received a CI? 1l = Yas 2 = No 97 -~
, .
(XF YES TO 97 98. Did you receive your GED vhile In 98. \
CTIA or since leaving?
1 » In CITA ~

< 2 = Since leaving N

@ .

what town ¢r siy are you living in now?

. ’ END OF INTERVIEW
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;‘ S!t;:::t-‘ hov'E FNOLARY ST PCST-PROGRAAM DFORANTICN
1
' ‘ N v
! A «gr =he inzarview :3 sompleted, code she following quastions F~1 L2
X ng informacion zucordéd on the S=IATy tasle: l
. } - ) of o
card Shumber: -
9 L]
[ [ l | .
- 2.2, Numbay: 4 ‘
J A.  Nusber of wveexs Satveen data ended prograa and Intarview: 9 0
S F ey
. ’ . Al l l '
8. Cn the datd of tarinacion did the respondent have a job? s
. -~ [ !
3 3. )
1 = Yas. 2 = No .
c. ({22 Job Placed) Is :h._ ¢irsc job differeaz et that indicated ] :
at placscent? c. L)
. 0 i ) L = Yes 2 = o
D. Xow cany weeks did the rsspondent ;pcnd on each j0b?
-
. 13 1
\ 1. rirst jobs s L. T
Y bl .

2. Second, job: 2.
. 3. Third jobs 3.
. ! 4. Tourth obt 4.

L

5. Curzent/last jobi 5.

EHHH

f £. Kow many waeks did the raspondant spend not working and not in
- f ; school?

| .

»
w
*
-
.

. v 1. Betwveen IND of progran and rnﬁ jobs } 1.

-

{
{ 2. Zefors STCOND job . - 2
(

3. Before THIRD jobs

1e
14. Bafore FOURTH job: q.

.

‘' +

I’{ s. Bafore CURKINT/LAST JOB:

™
-

-
o0
.

6. Aftar CURKINT/LAST job: .

Annaea

|
W)

rov many wvesks did respondent spend in schoolor a training

Program when not working? °

k1
é-
P
Lo
~d
‘B
>

C What was the total ausber of jobs respondent hald since leaving c.
- - A - - )
.
. ‘ -12 -
o ) o

.

-

§ | ' - 2(}3




"ERIC

S A riext Provided by ERIC

.
%

-»

‘
*XOTE: Css/ The Folloving Hissine Talue Sodes
4 ' -1 = Mot Applicable

R. Infor=scion on FIRST sob:

Card Number:

1.D. Number:

J. loformation on TIIRD job:

K. Iafornacion on FOURTH Job:
"

\ .

L

L. Iaformaxion on CURRINT/LAST job:

¥. Were any “jobs 1d.n:uud as PSE jobs?

L = Firsc 2 = Second 13w Third & e Yourth b Cun--n:/l.u: 6. Yo

%. Iz the respondent currently exployed?

- 1= Yes 2= No

L3

1. laformacion on SECOND lob: ST 1.

4.

*1.

.2

.

G
R nd
..“‘i_. 3 -
- / !
2 SIC ine SOC Juwscions. ™y

-3 = Respondent Dou_:‘:o: Laow

taduser - SIS,

‘v e

32
Occupation = 50C: | l

.

e e A
€ -

Date 3agan .r J
H

2 aretsagnl.

Dace Tnded

I J’i'

e

33
Induscry - 3IC:

0:5\:9-:105 - SOC: i R |

Date Bagan: [3 i . r
|

13 N 20
Date Znded l | v l ,I ] . ]
ER 23 ’
InduscTy - SIC: . ' ! 'y ‘ ‘
{3 . 27
Occupl.foa - S0C: ) ] ] .‘ " "“ .
bate 3 28 ! l;L' *
ate 3egan { [ r . v
. = [N l‘.!- 3% .
Dite Ended ! l ',[v l l D { !
- v 4 ) 32 .
Induscry - SIC: !
3 v 36
Occupation - 5CC: ; l K i .,
T a? i 52,0 7
Date 3egan I ‘ I ] ‘I . J l l,\‘
33 z 5!' ! «
Dace Ended | I 1 l . (
B

\J .
Tadustry -2 SIC: .

Occupation = SOC:

Date Bagan T l
Dace Ended

L.r
: l]lJ

"

K. ¢

.

: . "
. o T [“—] K
. .
N ,
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3 L Participant Information Form
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4 . .
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, ~ . PRIME 3PONSOR FCLLCHW-UP PRCSEST
CoPA TITRE II *
¢ PARTICIPANT DTNTORMATION FORM

. ’ For Use In Canjuncticn With The

. 2arvicapen: Follow-iUp Questionnalle
- . -
- N . -
» ° . !

. i Every box should te.filled 1, If a guestion is not answezed dc not leave the toxes blank. ¥
' Irstead, Z:11 them in wizh one of the following codes unless di£2grane mussing va.ue godes
<, R L are spezsiied: .

. v 8 - I che queszion is not applicable ' .

9 = T2 the information is aissing
- ) ‘Y e .

Terninea's Name: R

. 0\ . . ﬁ L] i
b h ¢ Address: ' -
- ’ Telephons: , S
S S Octher ?hono/Contfc: Information: — , ’
: . . . . PR - L . .
. - - ) e -
. 1 _“M
- i . 1 2 »
¢ Caxd Number: .
’ R 1 )
4 3 8 )
. . 1.0. Nunmber: . . I j I | l .
. ' - l l 1
. . 9 . ’ 16
. i i, Date bf Terminaticn: ! .
& . ’ 1| - l .
. 17 4 22 "
' ’ ' 2. Date of Iarcllrant: N I | I l l T I
s ) 2 { l
. ¢ 23 : . 28
3. Date of Applicat:ion: | I l [ l l
* 3
» & 29
_ 4. Prime Sponsor: , . ) E
- . l = . . 4= . .
2= ’ 5 -
k)
. 30
. 5. The Jitle II Subpart of Termination: . D
. . 5
\ 1 = Title I3 2 = Title 1IC 3 = Title IID
— ——-
SECTION I: DEMOGRAPHIC INFOIMATION !
' 31
\ 6.~ Sex: 1 » Male 2 » Female *
. \ . ‘ i ¢ 6
. 32 37
\ * 7.  Birth Date: L l l l l
. . . . L . 7 I .
r
. 2 *
Qo . N i .
ERIC . 206 .
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"ERIC

.

- ‘ _ .
. - PR -
1
. N :
T . . % . 38 39
: 3. RacesIchassizy: ¢ \
e . v
. - a a1t |
“ 91 = 3lack (non-Hispanis) 34 w» Amezifan Iadian/Aleskan lNazive t
P 32 = ihite {non-Hidpanic 0% = Asndn/Pecific IZslandar . ! c
33 = Hisganic - . >
< ‘ 40
3. ‘uLimited English Speaking Abilliz/r 1 = Yes® 2 =0 4
. . 9 | .
' 41
A 1¢. Dffender: L » Yes 2 = \o i
19 l !
. . 4
1. Handicapped: 1l = Yes 2 2 No t |
1l »
. 33 34
L4 12, Years of tducation Complated:. ' .
e : 12 *
. ‘73) - . ¥
13. High School status: 1 » School Dropout/No GED i I *
’ 2 = High School Student 13
», - ! 3 = High School Graduate/GED Recipilant .
. # 4 = Post~High School Attendes 16
14. Taatly Stacus: 1 = Single Parent
. 2 = Pgrent/2-Parent Family ¢ 14
o 3 = Family Mezber
4 = Non-Dependent Individual
47 48
. 12. Nenber =f Dependents Excluding Teraines: (if nore rezord exc) " f I
. ——
~ 16. Milictary Stazus: i = Vetsran 1
‘ 2 = Vietnam Era Veteran . 16 ' |
: 3 = Special Disabled Vateran
4 = Ocher .
. % = None {Never Snlisted/Sarved) 50
17. J2ypeis) of Trensfer Payments ‘Peceived: 17 Lﬂl
(List up o thres} , -
- 17
1.= AFDC 3 = General Relie! 5 = 5.58.1. . Q: T
* 2= 9.z, 4 = Vezerans 3ensfit e
17
53 57,
13. Gross Zarned family Income: for -
{incoma) (4 months) i85
v $3 62
19. Gross Earned Personal Income: § for .ll..
) (Tncoms) v months) 19 s //
&3 €7 -
20. Total Other (Included) Income:$ for ' ] | | I l o
(incoma) (# months) 208 (o0 1 1 1
* . ’ 69
21. Sourcs, Other (Included) Income: (LisTt up to two)
- A
1 = Alizony 4 = Private Disability 7 = Armed Forces 69
2 = Child Support § = Rentals Retiremant
: 3 w Retirermant Benefizs 6 = OASI 21
N
' -»
-
' B
¥
1
¢
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SZTITICN Il PRE-CETA LABOR MARKET EIXPERIINCE SUMMARY - 52X (2) MOWTH

PERIOD ZETORE CETA .
—_——== .
3 ~szal Nusker of Weeks Not Smploved During é-Month Per:icd Safore
CETA (00-26):
23. Total Nunter of Weeks Imploved (All Jobs Added Tcqethex) Turing
3~Month Period Before CITA’ (00-26): .
‘The Angwecs o Questions 22 and 23 shculd sun to 15 weexs).
24. Number of Jobs Held During 6-Honth Period Before CETA:
» , k4
Card Numbar:
\ 3
2.2

Humbex: \
‘e

SECTION III: ?!E-éETA WORK HISTORY

A.

2%,

26.

27.

28.

29.

3o0.

3.

ost Recent Job Held Before CETA
.
t
Cempahy Name: s

cmpany Address:

——
Xind of Business: —.

000 = Hot Applicable/Information Missing

: 12
Sob Tizle: L) oot ' r l
2 L
.000.000-C00 =|Not Applicable/Informanidn Missing
Final Hourly Wage:
.27
Hours Worked Per Week:
rd

27

Dats Began:
. 29

33

Date Ended: * .
3n l
Number of Weeks Workad £n Most Racent Job: -
- . 4 . .
Second Most Racent Job Hald Bsfore CETA
Company Nape: SIC:
M

Company Address:
Kind of Business: ‘.

000 = Not Applicable/informaticn Missing

' 208 .




ERIC °

-
RO A v 7cx: provided by Eric

\ 1
* @&
a5 33
33, Jop Tizle: 0702 ' v, - ' i
3 - o !
000.2300~300 = Noz ApplicablesZnformation Hissin
~
85 37
33. Final Hourly Wage: C 1 :
. st ___" R
$8 30
33. Houys Worked Per Weak: i
. 35 i
80 35
36. Date 2agan: 5 I iA l
. w U | 4
€6 71
37. Cate Ended: 'Y I i l l i
37 l i B
) 72, 74
33. Numbsr of Weeks %Worked on Second Most Recent Job: ‘ i ’
_ . 3 | l
~ 1 2.
Card Number: . ! i
. . . p l 3
- - - : s
2.0, llumber: . ' I

’

SECTION IV:

2his

with the Program of Texanination and worki
progIams.

PARTICIPANT'S CETA PROGRAM HISTORY
soczion gachers informacion about the

Parcts A, B and C helow atzsapt o

overlapping pregram componsnts.

. .
Bafore Jeginning +his sevtion, it will be he
thiree TOS: recent prograns and the saquence

¢
39,

40.

41.

42,

43.

34,

————

.
.

Total Nusber of CETA Programs Under Titlas II, IV, VI and. VII:

Progzam of Termination (Most Racent Program)

Ticle 7T §ﬁbpax:s

teratnae’s CSTA progran saguance, starting
ng back o the segcnd ard third most recant
identify sequenz:al, similianeous or

1pful to identify and note the temiinee’s
in which the services were provided.

1 = Tizle IZB 2 » Title IIC 3 = Tizle IID
11 12
Type of Progzam: [ﬁ
-]

0l = QJT 06 = English as a Second Language
02 = Work Ixparience 07 = GED
03 = skills Training . 08 = Basic Education
04 & Direct Macenant/Services Only 09 = PSE Job
05 = Job Search Assistance 10 = Other,

, 1) 14

Agency (Service Provider)

Data Bagan:

s

B

" Date Ended:

"ﬁ

4

o LITIT)

4

20

a6

21 .
HIERR




'ERIC

Rl A ruitex: provided by ERIC

51.

52.

33.

55.

[ . M 2
:fmnc: of Weeks: - - € i i :
-~ ) N H
. . . 3C 32
Trainang occupazion (Iz‘Sk'.l.‘.s. Tradning or ST . oo R Yoy
> 46 | l, i i
000 = Not Appl‘.cabh/:n‘.'c{m:ion Missing
33 18
y & = . -~ ,'
Induscry (I8 &IT) - SI%: g !
. " '___LJ
600 = Not Applicable/Infozaation Missing - .
. ) w 3¢ 39
Tinal Hourly Wage (I£ OJT Or PSE Job): . [ . I
» 43 H l
- <0 41
Hours Worked Per Week (I£ OJT Or PSE Joo): |
49
. \ ' &2
Type of Agaacy (If PSE Sob): . , l .
. . ‘ 50 :
1 = Ciry/County Govarnmenst 3 = Other Governmental .
2 » State Governzsnt 4 = Coammunity Based Organization/Non-Prolis

) 43 ' 534
3ob Title (If PST Job): 20T i t ;ﬂ y l )

J00.000-300 = Not Appuca.blc/mtomtz‘.an 4issang , ¥
o 32 53
Reascn for Participant's Termination From Program:
- ' 52

01 = Eatered Srployment, Self 08 = Was Znrolled in Up rading Skills

Placed s ' ?rogram and Xept Job
02 = Entered Employment, Agsncy 09 = Time Lifsit Expired N

?laced . - 10 » Exceeded Maximum Wage Rate \
03 = EZarolled in Full-Tine 11 = Parsonal/Zconomic Problams

Academic or Vecational 12 = Transportation Problexs

School 13 =, Pregnancy/Child Care ?roblens
04 = Entered Arzed Forces 14 = Dissatisfied with Program K
05 = Inter~Title CETA Transfer 1% » Finished Program But Did Not *
0% = Enrollment in Non-CETA Fundsd Enter Ymployment :

Manpower Progran 16 @ Other

07 = Completed Progyam Objectivas, . .
ot Eatailing Zwmploymant

* . 54
Was Termines, At Any oime While Participating in this CETA Program,
Also Enrolled in Another CETA Program? R 53
1 = Yas 2= No \ -
Sacond uos:'nnccn: Progran ) .
* . L \ £S5
Ticle Through Which Pregran is Funded: . D
4
L)
1 = Ticle IIB 4 = Ticle IV . \
2 = 7iele IIC 5 wm Ticle VI
) = Ticle IID 6 o Title VII . -
56 87
Type of Program: .
: . 85
01 = OJT 06 = English as a Second Language
02 = Work Experience 07 = G&D
03 = Skills Training 08 = Buﬁc Education
04 = Direct Placement/ 09 = PSE Job ot
Services Cnly 10 = other
05 = Job Search o
Assistance
f &
t

210 . -
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33. Agency {Sarvige Provider):

<

56
S':'.‘ pate Bagans N ‘ — I( .
.- o LI
B . &6
$3. Date Eaded: L [ l X
! 53 I l ;
- v il
- 59. Nunbar of ¥eeks: T :
.u > ¢ 59
60. Training Occupacion (If Skills Trainiag or OST): 20T l !
- . 60 l ! i 1
A 000 = Not Appficable/Information Missing \
78 30

6i. Indusery (22 0J3T) SIC: .
* ) 61 ; 5

“000 = Not Applicable/Informazion Missiag

. . 12 . .
. Card Numbaer: ) .
N ’ ' L“'..'.L—"J
s R 2 ' 8
I.0. Hunbesx: l"[ l ‘ N |
. , 1]
. : E} 12
&2. Fainal Hourly Wage (If 3J7 or ?SE Job): b rl [
2 $ L
i3 14
€3. Hours Worked Per Weex (If OJ7 or ?SE Job): |
63 .
15 R
54. 7Type of Agency (If PSE Job): )
1 = Cigy/County Governmant 3 = Other Governmental
2 = State Government 4 = Comnmunity Based/Non-Profic

65. Job Title (If PSE Jobl: A . por 55.‘116 I U[—.r LJ |

$00.000~000 = Not Applicable/Informacion Missing -

-

' o 25 26
€6. Reason for Program Separation: , . 4
PR 66
01 » Completed Progras 05 = Tranfportation Problems N
02 » Inter-Title CETA Transfer 06 = Pre cy/Child Cage Problens
' 03 = Change of Program Status 07 = pisfatisfied with Program . . .
04 » Personal/Edonoimic Problems 08 = Other , ! y
_ 9 - .
67. .Hu Termines, At Any Time wWhile Parzicipating in this CETA Program, s ¥
: Also Earalled ih Another CETA Program?’ ¢ 67 ,
v 1 = Yes +2 = No * .
) 28 .
68, (IF YES): Was Terminee Also Enrplled in Program of Terminazion?
® (Recorded in Parxt A) » 68
. 1 = Yes 2 = No
* * .
e o
- L)
’ L

ERICT | | 211 |
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

¥\

69.

70.

n.t

2.~

73.

76.

7.

78,

79.

anivd Nost Iscent Program
<

L]

‘r;:l:a.:t-.:ouq;x w“hich l?:oq:u_n is Tunded

1 » Tizla II8 4 » Tizle VI
2 = Title IIC § w 2ucle IV
3w itle ID 6 » Title VI °

&

>

I ]u
L0

: 3031
Type of Program: , E .
_ 70 !
01 = QIT 06 = English as a Second :.:n/ggaqc——’"”” —
02 = Work Zxperience 07 = G0 i hd
93 = Skills Training 08 = Zasic Zducition p
04 » Direct Placemant/ 9-452’3'0!) ' -
Survices 'o,y 13 = Qther
05 = Job Sears N
Assiszance . R .
32 33
Agency (Service Provider): [ |
B 1
. > - 34 19
Date Began: i e
72 | j
40 -
Sate Ended: I l l ‘
-, n !
. 46 43
‘*!umbo: of Weeks: - . | ] i ‘ '
4 .
' 49 51
Trwining Occupation (1 Skills Trainirg or OJT): DOT: I l I I
" 75
* Q00 = Not Applicable/informaticn Missing R ’
’ . 52 58
Iadusery (12 OIT) SIC: . . .
N " 7%
000 » Not applicable/Information #issing
Yoo ‘ : 55 58 .
Final Hourly Wage (I£ OJT or PSE Job): L \‘ [ l- ‘r
77 3 J ] .
, ' 59 60 .
Houzs Worked Per Week (If OJT or PSE Job) : . [D
L)
-~ 3\
Type of Agency (If PSE Job): .
. . 79
1 = City/County Govesnmantal 0) = Other Governmental .
2 = State Govermadhe 04 =/Gozmunity Dased Orqanization/Non-Profic
. )
62 70

80.

81,

Job Title (If£ PSE Job): pOT: l l |
89

000.000-00C = ot Applicable/Information Missing
. [

3

Reason for Program Sobu:a:iom

Transportation Problems '

01 = Completed Progran 05 =

02 = Inter~Titzle CETA Transfer * 06 = Pregnancy/Child care Problens
03 = change of Progran Status 07 = Dissatisfied with Program

04 = Personal/Economic Problems./ 08 = Other,

. wxem g eh




% ¢ .
- \ ‘}
» » &
- ’ " ) r
T2 r
- 32. Was Tarainee, At Any Time Nhile Parzicipasing in snis SETA Program,
Also Zarollad in Anocher CZTA Pragom? o 32 1
‘1 = Yae 2=l :
* .y \ 2%
93, {IN vES); Was.Termines Alse Enrolled in-the Seccnd Mcst Recens Pzogram? ¢ !
w~< (Racorded in Pars 3) . ) . 33
A}
- 1. = Yes 2 = Yo
-, \ .
. .. 4
» \J \
3 - . . i 2
Card Number: . ) i
! 5 "
. b 2 3
I.D. Humbar: l ot | Voo
. ‘ S ML
SECTICN ¥ 1@ FLACEMENT INFORMATION ’ ' )
e . ' ¢ 14
33, DOatze 3#Gan Post=CETA Job: l f l | l I i :
84 i 1 ' .
. e .5 17
85, CTcopany Hamae: \ ' i . ]
R ) N 35 i ]
. addzass: . .
- s \
. ¥ind of Business: ) - kY *
- ., 000 ™ Not Agplicable/Inforsation Missing -
- Talephona lunber:
- Contac:t Nane: \*
. T S, . 18 . 26 ‘
o 86. Job Tisle: ° . LOT: ' { [ | ! J P! '
. - , _ 86 . REN .
. . . - 000.000~000 Not Applicable/Information Missing
&
\ . . ' . YA 30
. 87. Beginning Hourly Wage Race: . .
. ’ 87 s
. 31 32
. 88. #Hours of vork Per Weekf I
& . [:1:]
’ I 23
39. Encered a School or Non=CETA Training Program Afver CETA? L-
% 89
o 1 = Yes, School \
2 » Yes, Non-CETA Progran .
3 * No ) \
' School or Non-CETA Progran Nama: .
Address:
Telephone:
- N R .
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Dear CETA Participant:

In an effort to find out whether your employment sityation has improved as a

result of your participation in the
study of the CETA program.

Although participation in this
appreciate your help in our effort.
3 weeks for an interview about your

has affected you. Your

return the postcard.

eration in this.study.

Individuals to

The purpose

Enclosed you will find a pre-addressed postcard.
you-at an address other than the one originally typed on the envelope or if your
telephone mumber has changed since yau entered the program,

You canibe-assured that any information
will be held in the strictest of confidence.

= aames g
b

CETA program, we are conducting a follow-up
of this letter is to ask for your help.

study is voluntary on your part, we would
We will, be contacting you in about 2 to
personal experience. The interview will
the evening and will last about five minutes.

your views (good or bad) about the program as it
caments will help future CETA participants.

1f this letter has reached

please camplete and
which you provide in the interview'
Thank you very much for your coop~

" Suggested Text of Letter fof

l?e Interviewed by Telephone

»




¥

» + " Dear CETA Participants: .

" 1n an effort to £ind out whether your employment situations has improved as a
result of ycur participation in the CETA program, we are conducting a follow-up

ot . stady of the local CETA program. The purpose of this létfer is to ask for your

o »help' i N .

', Although participation in this study is.voluntary on your part, we would
appreciate your help in our effort. - We will be contacting you by telephone in
about 2 to3weekstoscheduleapermlvisit‘toaskyouabcutyourexper;eme
in the CETA program. The interview will take place when it is convenient for
you and will last about five minutes. This is your chance to express your views

. {good.or bad) about the program as'it has affected you. Your camments will help
future CETA participants. . S
Enclosed you will Eind a pre~addressed postecard. If this letter has reached
you at’ an address other than the ‘one griginally typed on the envelope, or if your
telephone nuiber has changed since you entered the progrem, please complete and
return the postcard. N :
. * !
.t \You can be. assured that any information which you provide in the interview
U will held in the strictest of confidence. Thank you very muxch for your coop-
eration in this study. : \

. ’

B

7’

t
. .
L

&xggé‘sted‘l‘ectofletterfor
Individuals to be Interviewed in Person
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'3
{ . ®
L .
. Plea‘s@omplete this card and put it in the mail.
¥ — '
. NAME . .
' (First) * g . (Last) '
ADDRESS .
. (Number) ' R ' (Street]
13 . P . 3 ’
* o )
o ] ' (City) . . (State) (Zip Code)
Phene Number L
. ’ s
' ) 4
» . * R ) '
. < Suggested Text for Reverse $ide of |
¥ Business ‘Reply Postcard "
Iy ) s .
, . . . . A4
- ’ ] 3
- ) .
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+
1) o in the | |morning | (aftermoon | | evening
) . Day (S) . . 7
) . » - .~
) .12) in the | jmorning | |afternoon | | evening
Day(s) Y
. . Comments: 3
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A REVIEW OF SAMPLING PROCEDURES

Iqtroduction
The cost of collecting follow-up data is heavily influenced by the number ;f
participants a prime sponsor includes in the stgdy. Onelstep which prime sponsors
can take to address the issue of cost is to systematically sample participants. The
purcese of sampling is to select a representative subset of participants whose Dost-
program behavior, when analyzed, will generate the sane sgatistlcal results as that

of the entire population. By decxeasing the number of participants used to draw

statistically reliable conclusions, the overall cost of the follow-up stﬁdy can be

" reduced.

-~

Since the drawing of statistically sound infexences requires a specified number
of participants, the success of sampling as a cost~cutcing optiod‘is critically tied
to the total numb;; ;f participants a prime sponsor has enrolled in its programs. It
is unlikely that small prime spon;ofs will have sufficient nimbers of participants to
be able to Faalize cost savings through the use of ;ampling. In the case of a small
prine spons;r, the number of participants is initially ﬁéry small and the accuracy of
the evaluation results may be severely threatened if any sampling is undertaken. Al-
ternatitely, a large pfime sponsor may be able to rigorously analyze the participant

population through the examination of a properly selected sample of par;icipgpts.

This appendix treats severa; df%@érent issues prime sponsors will need to consider

when developing\9 saﬂg%ing proceduxe. First, prime sponéors must determine the optimal

size of the samgle while considering any resource constraints they may face. Second,
prime spons;rs should consider the possible advantages of stratifying their sample in
order to generate statistically sound results on particular subgroups or "strata“ of
interest in the popﬁiatiéh. Finally, prime sponsors will need to idengify the specific
procedhres they will use for actually drawing the sample. Eacﬁ of these issues is

discussed in more detaii below.]

|
{
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Sizing the Sample ‘

L4

- Prime sponnors which suspect they are large enough to realize a reduction in ’

L

- costs by means of sampling must determine the optimal size of the sample. The optimal

size of this sample will depend primarily on three considerations: the statistics to »

¢ . '

be chlg&lated using the sample, the percentage erxxor which will be tolerated in the
[

. ’

analyses, and anyiresource constraifits the prane sponsor faces which will limit the

total number of participants who can be surveyed. n
g
< 1deally, the statistics that will be calculated from the follow-up data, given .

a lavel of tolerated error, dictate the appropriate size of the sample of participants

¢

used. Suppose the prime sponsor wants to use the starting hourly wage-rate on the first
job the patticipaﬁt held follgwing the program as a measure of program success. The

follow—-up dat; which are collected w}ll hllo; for the calculauion of the average sﬁarting;
hourly wage rate of tye sample group; call it X. The prime sponsor must determine how

large the'sample Just be so that X very closely approximates the true average starting

.. »

houilYNwage rate, y , in the entire population of participants. To do :his,lstatisticians

*

use the 2 statistic. The 2 4tatistic is calcuvlated as:

) Z=X~-u -

*
where ¢ is the standard deviation of the starting hourly wage rate of the population:
. . N ‘
and n is the size of the sample. The 2 statistic is used because it has certain
convenidnt properties. In particular, it has a standard normal distribution, which

means that the mean of 2 is zero and the standard deviation is one. Statisticians :

also know that if % = u, then there is a 95 percent probability that:

-1.96 < 2 < 1.96 L




B . -

R ¢

L4 .

Therefora, the sawple size neéessary far there to be a 95 bercent probability that

to "X =} is represented as:

- . .
4 . 2

*

A
N

To decermine the appropriate{aize of the sample, n, the standard deviation, o

must be known and the acceptable level of error in i identified. AS the actual value

wf a-is not known, an astimate must be found which bears some relationship to the

—

L :‘ true o. One source of data'prime sponsors have available for estimating ¥he standard

,ideQiation is the~Managemént Information System (MIS). Prime sponsors are reﬁuirgdxto

~ , obtain an hourly wage rate for each participant placed in a job upon termination. From -
4

N this information, an estimate of the mean wage rate, u , and the standard deviation, o,

can. be obtained. .

o . While it is possible to calcuiate a sample size which minimizes the error,{in fact,

the determination of the optimal-sample size involves a slightly more complicated set

T .

of considerations. To illustrate, suppose the avexagé hourly wage rate is estimated atc
ample sizes

$4.00 and that the sta?:?rd deviation is estimated at $1.50. The required s

for theée estimated for different levels of tolerated errors are shown below.

) L} -
> - ; .

) Percent of Error Allowable X - u . n
1) L $.20 ©oa .

2.5% o $.10 865

: YL o, $.04 5,403
.o }bas cap be seen; increasingly~stqingent levels of acceptable errox require the use

. - d :
) of a larger sample size and, therefore, increase the cost of the follow-up survey.

-
[

vy




Those prime sponsors with tight resource constraints may need to accept higher levels
v ' of petential error in order to keep fhe cost of their participant follow-up as low as

possible. In fact, in some cases, prime sponsors may find that there is a maximum

number of participants they can afford to sample given staff! and resource constraints.
In these situations, while the sample size, n, may be known, it will be necessary to
>

calculate the error implied by such a sample sife? ‘ s .

. ‘Stra;;fving:the Sample . s .

f‘ ) Whiléqghe purpose of the prime sponsor quluatiop system is to study the overall
functioning of T;tl; II programs, prime.sponsors mﬁy find the performamnce of select ,
program activi;ies or. poPulation subgroups to‘Be of particular interest. 1In order.to
insure that sufficient observations of these subpopulations are generated to allow

:reliable statistical analyses to be conducted, prime ;ponsors may need to use a

»~ N . -

_ "striutified random sample". This approach entails dividing the population into
mutually exclusive categories of imterest ("strata"), and drawing a random sample from
within each qf these. This procedure is ;articularly %mportant in instances for which
taking a random sample across tlie entire populagion may mean that "the sample includes

so few participants in wome subgroup that analyses of the subgroup will have high

error levels associated with them.

By stratifying the sample arnd sampling more than
the proportional number of particip§nts in the subgroups, tihe error in statistics \
calculated for these subgroups canbe reduced, usually with little effect on the .

arror ievel§ 6f the rest of the sample.

. \

’ For example, suppose a& prime sponsor is interested in the difference between
’ the average sfarting hourly wage rates of AFDC recipients, constituting 12 percent

of the population, and non-AFDC fécipiencs, constiéutidg 88 percent of the populatidn.

This prime sponsor can affo}d to sample'1500 participants. When a randonm sample is’

drawn across the entire population of participants, Jjust 180 participants,’of 12 per-

’

cent of the sample, will be AFDC recipients. As can be seen in Table H-1 below, after
. ‘ (!
; ' Bl
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Table B-1: Comparison of a Rando
. g;vo Stratified Ramdon Sqﬁples

Ra_ndou}‘ Sample

Percent of Sambi;
Yumber of 'Par.t:icipa“ﬁts
Mean Wage Rate
Standard Deviation

Erxor

.
v

N [ 4
m "Sample and’

Stratification Plan #1

Percent of Sample
Number of Participancsl

Erxor

Stratification Plan #2

Pexcent of Sample
Number of ‘Participants

Error

[y

AFDC Récipients

o

12
180 s
$3.68

R $0.89
3.5% ($0.13)

Iy

20
$

300 .
© 2.7% (50.10)

- 7

40
600
1.9% ($0.07)

H~5

R25

»
>

» S Non-AFDC Recipients

88

1320

8401

$1.32

1.8% ($0.07)

80

1200

1.9% ($0.07)

60
900
2.1% (80.09)




calculating the mean wase races and standard deviatiOns for AFDC recipients and non-
AEDC~xecipient$, it is apparent thac the error associated with the stacistics for
APDC recipients is twice as layge as the error for non-AFDC recipients.

Tﬁ}ough stratifying the sample and over;eptesenting AFDC recipiencs,'the error
ass;ciaced with the statistics calculaced for AFDC recipients can be greatly reduced

wich little effect on the error of Che statistics for non-AFDC recipients. For

example, Table B~-1l presents the reSulcs of two stratification plans. In planl,

nAFDC recipients conscituce 20 percent of the sample, and non-AFDC recipiencs 80 per-

2
cenc. As® ‘can bé seen from the cable, eventhis increase in the number of AFDC

recipients ggpm 180 to 300 has allowéd a decrease in the error of the mean wage of

AFDC recipients from 3.5 to 2.7 percent while only permitting an increase of .1 per-

cent in the error associated with the mean wage rate of non-AFDC recipients.

-~

Strhtificau;on plan 2 increases the nﬁmber of AFDC recipients to 600, or to 40

percenc.‘ This allows the error associated with the AFDC recipients to fall from 2.7

percént, in plan 1, to 1.9 percent. The error of the mean wage rate of non-AFDC

recipients has only increased .2 percent’'to 2.k percent, still close to the original
' j .

level of 158 percent. .

It is importaut to note that whep using a stratified sample to calculat2 esti-
wates of Stat%scics on the entire population of participants, the §ample mnugt Ee
weighted to Fef;ect the true‘proportions of the Subgroups: In the above case, -the
stratified samples will need to be weighted to reflect the true proportions of 12
pér;;nt AFDC recipients and 88 percent non-AFDC recipients. This means that all non-
AFDC. recipients in the stratified sample will be given a weight greater than one, as
they are underrepresented, and all AFDC reciplents will be given a weight less than‘

»

one, as they are ovverrepresented.

?

For example, in the secornd stratification plan shown on the Table, a s2uple was

. . S . -
drawn with 40 percent AFDC recipients and 60 percent non~AFDC recipients. To weight

this sample for calculating estimates of statistics.for the true population, AFDC
. ]

H-6 v

y




e

tecipights would be mult;pliedey a Qeightings factor of 12%/40%, or .3, wherqig'
non~-AFDC recipients in t£e sample would be weighted by a factor of 88%/60%, or*l.d?.
By weighting the sample in this ﬁanner, reliable estimates of statistics can be
calculated using the stratified sample to represent the true population.

One final consideration when determining the size of the sample is that prime
sponsors should remain aware thgt.not all pa%ticipant; can be located and interviewed.
Thus, for instance, if only a 50 Percent intexview compleéion rate is expected, the
sample size may need to be doubled to’ insure the same ievel of statistical reliability.

!

Drawing the’ Sample

< Onhce the prime sponsor has determined the size of the sample, the next step is to

actually draw the sample. The sampling procedure will vary depending upon whether the
prime sponsor has an automated or manual MIS. For automated systems, the procedure for

selecting a sample is generally also gutomated and can be perfqrmed merely by specifying

.
.

a set of éirameters for thehcomputer. For mﬁhual systems, however, the procedure is
somewhat more involved. Some suggestions fox performing a manual sampling procedure axe
outlined below.

The procedure for manually selécting a samplé is the same whether the sample is
to be drawn from the entire population of participants or from participants in only‘one
of many possible strata. If the_shmple is stratified, a sample for each strata is drawn -
‘separately. Suppose n individuals are to be included in the sample. To identify the
particdlar n individuals, n random numbers must be drawn from a random number table.
'Each of the n randem n&hbers must have a value less than the total number of terminees.
1f, fo£ examé}e, there is'a'total of ;50 terminees in the strata or ;he entire pobhiation,

the random number table must be séarched until n random numbers are fouﬁd which are less °

than or equal to 750. Duplicate numbers should rot be selected.

+

H-7
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The n random numbers identify the positions in the prime sponsor file held'by
those individuals who are to pe -included in the sample. Prime sponsors generaily

maintain thelr partlcipant records in some systematic fashion, although, since there

may be differences among prime sponsors in the manner in which these files are kept,
it is difficult to generalize. Frequently, however, these files are maintained in

numerical order accordihg to an identification number assigned to participants at the

.

date ofaenxollment. Thus, cnce the n random numbers are identxfied and the places

Hin tho file held by terminees who are to be included in the sample have been identifzed,

hnd

the identification numbers, names and addresses should be /recorded. For instance, if

theve are 750 total terminees, one number which could drawn as a random number is

.

-176. 2n this case, the 176th individual in the prime sponsor ‘file should ke included

in the sample. Throhgh this process, a list of terminees who will .constitute the sample

- .

should be constructed.

H-8
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A REVIEW 9% COSTS OF OPERATING LOCAL PRIME SPONSOR FOLLOW-UP SYSTEMS

.
' .

»
v’

’ One of the.more important details of the design and implementation of a '
.. )

local follow-up system is the estimation of costs and the development of a budget.

o

¢ As is the ‘case with all activities a prime sponsor undertakes, the sucogssful

;- operation‘of'a foiiow—up system requires sound financial planning and management.

Therefore, whether the work is performed in-house or by an outside contractor,

. :easonably'precise cost éécimases are necessary., The purpose of this section is
twofold. - First, the section presents a framework from within which prime sponsors

can estimate costs, Second, the section presents an illustration of two typical

budgets based upon projects which follow-up different numbers of terminees. It is

hoped that this appendix will serve as a guide for prime sponsors attempting to
S

N

" formulate or review proposed budgets. ;

A prime sponsor follow-up system will fncur costs in four broad budget

categories regardless of the exact operational or organizational approach adopted:

- \ . //

+ 1. Profesgional Staff Salaries ' "

The £irst category includes wages and fringe benefits of staff associated
with data analysis, report writing, the management of .data collection activities;
and the cleaniné,‘prdtessing and programming of data.

2. Data Collection and Processing Costs

~

The second category includes wages and fringe benefits of data collection

staff including interviewers, coders and keypunchers. In addition, this category

+

also includes the actual computer costs of clegning, processiug and programming . /
. Lo
S [ ;-
/

follow-up dati. — n

3. Other ninec:/Eosts | : .

The third category includes any wages and- fringe benefits qséociated with [ -

secretarfal’ vork as well as costs incurred for postage, travel//telephones, print-

ing, copying, supplies and any other office services.

4. Indirect Costs

The final category includes any expenditures for overhead costs.

‘. i-1 .
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The cost of cperating a follow-up system is di¢ficult to escimace since
the prime sponsor can exercise gonsiderable latitude in seleccing the organiza- ®
tional approach which meets local needs. Services may be procured through’
various' combinations of in-house and excernal resoufcés depending upon the capa-

bility and flexibility of prime sponsor staff and the availability of outside

-‘contraccOts. For instance, a prime sponsor may decide to comtract with an outside

bidder to: conduct fullowwup interviaws, and utilize in—housé’scaff to process and
analyze the %nformtcion. . Algernatively, a pri;e sponsor may determine that a
cost efficlent ‘and effective fise of resources would be to utilize existing in- °
house staff te conduct foll;w~&p interviews as well as analyze the data.”

The illustrative cost estimates presented in this appendix are based upon a .

follow-up system characcerifed g} the following parameters:

- The use of an outside ébncractor to secure the majority of
adminiscr;cive, technical aﬁd operational follow~-up ser- )
vices. This includes thg location, comtact and interview / <

&‘ of former participants, data analysis and report wvriting. /

- A one year contract which collects data on a continuous L,'

o ) year~round basis. ’

-~  The ;se of a six month follow-up period.

- A.manual MIS which necessitates that participant contact »
informat;bn and personal, programjatic and pre-program
labor force daEh be generated using a manual transfer

procedure. J -
- . The use of the telephone as the primaty method of participant
contact. . .
- The use of th; survey instrument contained in Appendix E.

- An intarview completion rate of 30 percent.’

Table I-1 presents estimates of annual budget figures for.comprehensiVe follow~

up systems egtablished in prime sponsors of two different sizes. Prime sponsor A
’ gt

,\\\ "] - .

) ~owe

i ‘l. ‘g

1 “\']

!

1-2
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Table I-1: Estimated Annual Casts fer %ompreheggiié'Follob-Up Systems .

Prime Sponsa?iﬁ “~Prime .Sponsoxr B

> , (750

-~

- SALARIES

.Manager of Data Collection Activicies:

. Duties: insuring procurement of MI data;
hiring, organizing and training.interviewers;
implementing logation strategies; supervising
all qualfty contrdl activities; organizing °
mailings. ) <.

Data Analyst/Report Writer:

Duties: compiling and analyzing all follow-up
data; producing one comprehensive follow-up
report per year; presenting repdrt findings
to relevant prime sponsor staff and advisory
bodies. Should have background in CETA and/or
labor market aqé}ysis.' /

Fringe Benefits: . .
Includes 24 percent fringe benefit costs on
' Data Collection Manager and Data Analyst

A

salaries. .

-
.

g ‘Data Processor (technician): - .
Duties: compiling a list of terminees with'
contact information (names and addresses);
getting data onto the computer; cleaning the
data; organizing the data for initial tables.
Can often be a graduate student. N

DATA COLLECTION -

P h ]

Interviewing: « -

Inciudes collection of demographic informarion
and pre-program labor force histories from MIS
records, participant search time, interviews, -
checking and, coding of questionnaires. Calculated

per completed interview @ $4.50 per hour.

.

Kezpunchiné: ) . -
Initial data file creation, assuming 50 percent

- contact. rate and including verification, @
$2 per terminee. :
Y

§

Computer Costs:

Includes most substantive prografming and data
runs. =
3.
~ ¥ - 1'3
. e 232

terminees)

$7,500
(half tdime)

$3,500

(full' time during

2 months of report
writing)

$4,772 .
(full time during

2 months of report
writing; 6 days/
month for rest of
year) '

A

$4,220  *

at 1 hour per non-completed interview and 1 hours

-

$1,500 -

. .
.
~

§2,000

(2500 terminees)

S14,065 . ¢ *

$15,000
(full time)

$ 3,500 .
(full time o
during.2 months

. of repert. :
writing)

"s 6,158 r " *
(full time _
during’2 months- -
of waport i
writing, 9 days/ -
month for rest

~ of year) 1

- -

[y
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» . * )
. o . Table I-1: (continued) © - oo .
. . \ '
. Prime Sponsor A ' Prime Sponsor B
’ ) . (750 terminees) (2500 terminees)
* . -OTHER'DIRECT COSTS .
b
.o Secretarisl:’ )
2N Includes typing of originals of ali letters $1,000 $1,200
o and typing of follow-up reports; other . )
“ niscellaneous duties such as copying and
. ma{ling.
Postége:
. Tncludes initial mailing plus follow-up $ 270 $ 900
N ’ . letters for all terminees @ $.18. X )
Copving and Supplies; ) -
2 . Includes copying of “questionnaires, $ 350 ‘ $1,125
introductory and follow-up letters; ) RN
. . other supplies. .
. Telephones: . ) P
. ‘Varies considerably depending upon -
- geographical dispersion of prime sponsor; .
no ,estimate given. C.
Travel: , . . -
Depending on the size and geographical
location of the prime sponsor and the
follow-up operations, travel may or may
not be required; no estimate given. _
INDIRECT COSTS
. . All associated overhead costs, estimated $ 3,330 $ 6,527
at 12 percent of the total. . ,
TOTAL_COST . $31,082 $60,915
- ' COST PER TERMINEE $ 41 s 24
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2 A

includes 750 tarminees in its fo’llow-up study while prime sponsor ﬁ attempts to .
follow-up 2,500 terminees. The amounts Qhown in the-table are only estimates.

1f outside contractors are used,jthe_g;gg.submitced may vary from such estimates.
It should be noted that, since the cost of living differs significantly among
different regions of the country, prime spohsors may need to revise these esti-
mates based upor; local costs. ' .

As can be seen by qomparing the budget estimates for the two‘prime sponsors,
the costs of some line items remain almost the same for both budgets, whereas the
costs of other line items\1ncrease\substéntially from prime sponsor A to prime
sponsor B. Costs which vary directly with éhe nunber of terminees are calied
variable costs, while those which stay fairly constant regardless of the number
of terminees included in the follow-up study are referred to as fixed costs. For
example, costis for such budget items as.interviewing and keypunching are "yarizble"
costs in that they increase proportionally with the number of terminees. In both
budgets, the keypunching of data épsts a£e estimated at two doliars per terminee,
so that the ratio of keypunching costs between prime sponsors A Fnd B is the'same
as their,ratio of terminees. However, the staff salaries of the data analyst/fgport
writer and the data processor are about the same for prime sponsors A and B.
Generally, such professi;;al staff salaries are "fixed" costs, which medns that as -
the number of terminees increases, the proportion of overall expenditures devoted
to such costs tends to decrease. In the case of prime sponsor A, 60 percent of
the overall expenditure is devoted to professional staff salaries, whereas -only 48
percent of the total expendifure of prime spomsor B is devoted to these salaries.

' As a result of the sma}ler prop;rtion of prime sponsor B'é budget devoted to
fixed costs, the cost per terminee incurred by the larger prime sponsor ($24 per

-

terminee), is substantially lower than that of the smaller sponsor ($41 per terminee).

Iyis suggests the desirability of identifying ways to organize local prime sponsor

follow~up systems so that they may benefit from these economies of scale, For in-

stance, if sev<ral prime sponsors cooperate for the purpose of procuring follow-up

-
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servicas, ;hey may be able to share the cdst of one data collection supervisor.

d

for the joint project. Without a cooperative effort, each prime sponsor would in- -
cur the entire cost on its own. . .

Cost savings may also be realized if the prime spomsor can rely upon an auto-

mated MIS. Unlike the example in the budget above, the generation of contact in-

formation, demogréphic, programmatic and pre-program labor market information need
not -rely uponithg time-COnsuq;ng manual transfer of data. The existence éf an
automated system allows the relevant data to be generated, and orga?ized in a very
cost efficient mammer through the simple creation of a separate data file to use
in the follow-up process. ‘

The prime sponsor &an also economize by relying on in-house resourées where
{

<

the additional expéndiﬁures of the prime sponsor would be less than the cost of

T -~
similar services obtaiﬁed from an outside contractor. For example, a prime sponsor

may wish to rely upon ‘in-hcuse secretarial assistance, particularly in instances
where there may be an underutilization of-t ese resources. Similarly, sponsors may

find it more cost efficient to utilize their own computer facilities rgther than °

those procured by an outside contractor.
¢ »
Finally, it should be noted that certain cost savings can potentially be

realized through the negotiation process with an outside contyactor. This is par-

-

ticularly relevent when negotiating with universities and golleges which often

. have considerable latitude with respect to in-kind contributions and overhead costs.

, ) .
In wddition, educational institutions have demonstrated a capacity to utilize

~ [} .
flexible and creative fgrms‘og reimbufsement which may affect total contract costs.

v

For instance, étudeﬁts used aé interviewers have received academic credit for their
: q .

work while faculty mémbﬁrs hired to analyze follow-up data and write reports have,

on ,occasion, been paétially compensated throuéh reduced teaching schedules. Prime

sSponsors are encourég&d to explore these options in the process of establishing a

cost efficient local follow-up system, : . .




